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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE 
Statement of the Problem : The problem of hiring the phy-
sically handicapped has become not only a moral and humanitarian 
issue, but also an economic one for both business and the corn-
muni ty. 
Each year more than a quarter of a million Americans are 
permanently disabled through accidents alone. 1 To date, disa-
bilities resulting from disease, in j ury , and accidents have 
2 taken a toll of well over 20 million Americans, seven million 
of these being of working age.3 
Of thi s total, only a relative few are permanently employ-
ed. The many disabled persons that have accepted gainful e m-
ployment r epresent a very small percentage of placements in com-
parison to the number of handicapped applicants. During 1954 
some 66,000 di sabled people found employment in industry, and 
the U.S. Gove r nment estimates that by 1959 this figure will be 
increased by 200%. 4 But still this is only a fraction of this 
practically untapped source of manpower. 
The very size of the group of physically handicapped 
1
"Vfuat Can 1¥e Do For The Handicapped, " Platform (New York: 
Newsweek Club and Educational Bureaus, February, 1953), p. 2. 
2 Ibid • , p • 1-2 • 
3
"Hiring the Handicapped: A Matter of Good Business," 
Time, 65:96, April, 1955. 
4Ib id • , p • 96 • 
people create s an economic problem of serious proportions . 
Last year over $250 million in Federal fun1£ were spent fo~ ~e­
lief of· disabled vmrkers and their families . 5 The Office of 
Vocational Rehabilitation alone contributed $30 million to 
state agencies in order to help place the handicapned in per-
6 manent jobs. 
In all , there are over 1000 organizations , both public and 
private, that are helping the disabled at the community level. 
Nevertheless, this great manpower pool has been ne glected by 
many businessmen. The problem has become a question of whether 
these handicapped persons shall be productive members of their 
communities, or whether they shall be public charges. 
Public Relations SiPnificance: Earl Bunting, president of 
the National Association of Manufacturers in 1947, is quoted in 
a letter to the members of NAM as saying, 11 ••• the very root 
of our democratic society is in the individual's desire to take 
his proper place in society as a productive and self-supporting 
citizen ".7 
Such a statement has found solid expression for the handi-
capped . By placing these handicapped people in jobs for which 
they are capable, not only would they lead hapu ier and more 
5 " ~mat Can we Do For The Handicapped, II Platform (New York: 
Ne·wsweek Club and Educational Bureaus, February, 1953), p. 3. 
6"Hiring the Handicapped: A Matter of Good Business," 
Time, 65:96, April , 1955. 
7"The Handicapped Make Good Employees," NAM News (New York: 
National As sociation of Manufacturers , May, 1954), p. 10. 
2. 
productive lives, but also the outlay of public funds for aid 
would be greatly diminished. This would also give the Federal, 
State, and Local government s greater returns through taxes and 
productivity. Thus, as handicapped individuals are given oppor-
tunities equal to their abilities, their communities are gaining 
a self-respecting, self-sustaining, and productive citizen con-
tributing to the public funds, rather than draining from them. 
The problem for the community then is to make possible 
these opportunities for the handicapped. However, when the com-
munity is not fully aware of the extent of a problem, and is no t 
involved in an active sense, it can assume no responsibility for 
its solution. 8 Therefore, the community must be informed. More 
specifically, the businessmen, the employers, and the various 
agencies and organizations devoted to physical rehabilitation 
must share mutual knowledge of the problem if a solution is to 
be reached . 
The President's Committee on Employment of the Physically 
Handicapped9 believes that only through more enlightenment and 
persuasion can industry be encouraged to increase its percentage 
of employed disabled workers . 10 The vmrl{ of the many organiza-
8Edgar B. Porter, "Commun ity Organization .:::. -The Dynamics of 
Community Action," Journal of Rehabilitation, July-August, 1953. 
9Established in 1947 a.s a voluntary citizens 1 committee, 
with a small but full-time staff, the President's Committee has, 
since that time, devoted itself to public education, information 
arld promotion, working with both public and private groups in 
the field of vocational rehabilitation. 
10 11 \llhat Can We Do For The Handicapped," Platform (New York: 
Newsweek Club and Educational Bureaus, February, 1953), p. 15-16. 
3. 
tions devoted to rehabilitation and job placement of the h andi-
capped must include a good dea l more than just assurance to con-
vince the average businessman that he has many jobs that can be 
adequately performed by the handicapped workers. 
The problem that many such organizations a r e facing is that 
too often their facilities are uncoordinated with regard to 
their objectives of rehabilitation and job placement. That is, 
they must plan their public relations programs on the actual 
attitudes, knowledge, and policies of employers with respect to 
the physically handicapped rather than just premises concerning 
these aspects, if they expect to show and persuade businessmen 
that "hiring the handicapped is good business ". 
4. 
CHAPTER II 
SIGNIFICANT BACKGROU11JD DATA 
Recognition that "employment is nature's best physician" 
l 
was made some 2,000 years ago by a medical man named Galen. 
Today, that saying is a living reality in many industrial organ-
izations throughout the United States. 
For many years there has been a growing awareness among 
executives of the advantage of careful selection and placement 
of all types of employees. It is not surprising, therefore, 
that companies experienced in the employment of physically han-
dicap~ed workers find it worth while to devote even greater 
time and study to their selection and placement. These compan-
ies have learned that, economically, a physical handicap loses 
its significance wnen the handicapped worker's highest skill is 
utilized, and when his production rate is equal to that of 
other employees. 
Companies Experienced with Physically Handicapped Emoloy-
ees: A few such companies that ha.ve had successful results in 
employment of physically handicapped workers are Westinghouse, 
Western Electric, General Electric, Ford, General Motors, Chrys-
ler Corporation, Bulova Watch, Marshall Field, Eastman Kodak 
Company, International Business Machines, Goodyear Tire and 
Rubber Company, Radio Corporation of America, and Lockheed and 
l wil liam P. ~.lie Cahill, ''Nation's Handicapped Can Give 
America A Billion Man-Hours," The Crippled Child, December, 1954. 
Chance Vought Aircraft. 
The Ford Plan: An example of the type of policy that has 
yielded successful results is the Ford plan for employing the 
handicapped. 2 This one company alone has made over 1,200 
placements during the past six years . 
The Ford -policy dates ba.ck to 1vorld War I when disabled 
veterans sought back their former jobs, or employment for the 
first time. The late Henry Ford believed that no man 1vas "dis-
abled'' if he had the courage to go ahead, and the willingness 
to do his level best in whatever he undertook . What the handi-
capped needed most was a chance to become self-sustaining, to 
maintain his self-respect, and above all, to play a productive 
role in society. Over the years this basic policy has been 
strengthened and expanded whenever possible. 
Disabilities at some of Ford's plants include both double 
and single arm and leg amputees and deformities, both totally 
and partially blind , back and spinal injuries, deafness, dia-
bates, epilepsy, high pertension, cardiacs, and other illnesses. 
No special jobs are created. The Ford policy is that an 
individual is properly placed only on a r e gularly established 
job that must be done. Whether or not that job is performed by 
an able-bodied or handicapped person makes no difference, but 
in the case of a handicapped person, he must meet production 
standards for the job. 
2Robert T. Ross, "The Ford Plan for Employing the Handi-
capped," Monthly Labor Review, 76:1299, December, 1953. 
6. 
Job p lacement for the physically handicapped at Ford actual-
ly begins ..in the medical department, whi ch determines the phy-
sical capabilities of a person. The work of this department 
may invo lve t reatment, prosthesis, and even job training before 
recommending the type of work an employee may perform. The han-
dicapped employee is then transferred to a placement unit which 
attempts to place the \VOrlo::er in a job that he can do safely and 
efficiently. On file in this department is a running survey of 
current and potential job openings that can be filled by handi-
capped people. 
The third phase of placing a handicapped worker falls with 
the supervisor, whose full cooperation is essential to proper 
placement. I n order to minimize any resistance of supervisors 
in the placement of the handicapped, Ford has approached the 
problem by constantly improving the wh.:)le rehabilitation pro-
cess, by giving the supervisor a full voice in placement matters, 
by making certain he is well info rmed as to the capabilities of 
handicapped persons sent to him, and by having him service any 
complaints, either by himself or the handicapped employee, after 
placement has been completed. 
Ford believes that successful placement depends greatly on 
personal relationships between the employee, the placement off-
icer, and the foreman. After the h~ndicapped person has been 
placed, the placement unit checks periodically to make sure 
that both the employee and the foreman are completely satis-
fied with the present arrangement. 
7. 
Westinghouse Analyzes Its Jobs: Another fine example of 
an American industrial organization showing much time and study 
to the selection and placement of the physically handicapped is 
the Westinghouse Electric Company. Some of this company's 
plants have found that approximately 19 percent of the job 
classifications can be performed by persons having only one leg, 
17 percent by those who use cru.tches, 83 percent by men with 
only one eye, and 82 percent by the deaf. 3 Such an analysis 
has been developed only by breaking down all the jobs in to all 
their elements, so that necessary skills involved with a partie-
ular job can be judged accordingly. 
These successes simply prove that a handicap need no t be 
disabling. But trying to convince a majority of employers of 
this truth, however, means battling old misconceptions, pre-
judices, and inflexible standards of hiring. 
Case after case proves that selectively placed disabled 
workers are found to be equal or better in almost every respect 
than able-bodied worker s on the same jobs. This include s both 
quality and quantity of performance, and reliability and regu-
larity of attendance. 
Table 1 shows a survey conducted by the u.s. Department of 
Labor Statistics in 1946 of 450 employers. 4 Handicapped workers 
were compared with able-bodied workers from on-the-job records 
3 11\!lhat We Can Do For The Handicapped, 11 Platform (New York: 
Newsweek Club and Educational Bureaus, February, 1953), p. 10. 
4"The Handicapped Make Good Employees, 11 NAM News (New York: 
National Association of Manufacturers, May, 1954), p. 12. 
8. 
in private industries, and the following four findings were 
developed: 
Efficiency 
Work- Injuries Record 
Absenteeism 
Labor Turnover 
Table 1 
Handicapped 
Superior 
8% 
51 
49 
58 
Handicapped 
Average 
82% 
38 
44 
31 
Handicapped 
Inferior 
10% 
11 
7 
11 
a . 90 per cent of the handicapped workers had efficiency 
rates equal to, or better than, the average for the 
able-bodied. 
b. 89 per cent of the handicapped workers had work-inj ~ry 
records equal to, or better than, the average for the 
able-bodied. 
c. 93 per cent of the handicapped workers had absenteeism 
rates equal to, or better than, the average for the 
able-bodied. 
d. 89 per cent of the handicapped workers had turnover 
rates equal to, or better than, the average for the 
able-bodied. 
A more complete survey wa.s conducted over a two-year per-
iod by the U.S. Department of Labor Statistics for the Veteran s 
Administration.5 In this study approximately 11,000 handicap-
ped workers were compared with approximately 18,000 unimpaired 
workers in 109 manufacturing organizations. 1:/here the compari-
sons were made, both types of workers were exposed to the same 
job incentives and the same job hazards. 
Analysis of the data shows conclusively that a physically 
impaired person was not necessarily a handicapped worker. 
5 11 The Performance of Physically Impaired 1'i'orkers in Manu-
facturing Industries," Bureau of Lab . .Q.!: Statistics, Bulletirr No. 
923, (Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 
1948)' 133 pp. 
9. 
When given reasonable job placement consideration -- the individ-
ual's abilities bala.nced against the job requirements -- the 
physically handicapped workers as a group were fully able to 
compete successfully with unimpaired workers similarly placed. 
The differences in the measures of work performance be-
tween the two groups were fractional for the most part, with 
the balance slightly in favor of the impaired worker group. 
The impaired workers produced at a slightly better rate, and 
had relatively fewer disabling work in,juries, than did the un-
impaired workers on identic a l jobs. 
The non-disabling injury rate for both groups was identical, 
and only a nominal difference was found between the average 
rates of absenteeism. The impaired worker group did have a 
higher separation (voluntary quit) rate, although it is ques-
tionable whether the difference is large enough to be signifi-
cant. 
The National Association of Manufacturers describe£ this 
same survey in the following manner: 6 The handicapped are: 
a. ADAPTABLE ••• They adjust quickly and satisfactorily 
to the conditions of the job. 
b. PRODUCTI'IJ'"E ••• They are equal and a.t times superior 
to other workers in job pe r formance. 
c. CAREFUL ••• Their safety records are as good, or 
better, than other workers on the same job. 
d. REGULAR ••• They tend to have better attendance 
records than other workers on the same job. 
611 The Handicapped Make Good Employees," NAM News (New York: 
National Association of IIIJ:anufacturers, May, 1954), · p. 7. 
10. 
e. RELIABLE ••• They change jobs less frequently than 
others. 
f. CAPABLE •.• Handicapped workers are earning their 
living in all kinds of trades as skilled, semi-
skilled, and unskilled. 
It is gratifying to see the experience of many employers 
which has demonstrated that handicapped workers, when properly 
placed, make steady, capable, productive employees. It is to 
the best interest of the nation to give handicapped workers 
equal opportunities with the able-bodied workers for jobs they 
are qualified to fill. Providing gainful employment for the 
physically impaired contributes to the economic well-being of 
the nation, as previously demonstrated. 
There are seven basic steps in a program designed for hir-
ing the handicapped distributed to some 15,000 manufacturers in 
the United States:7 
1. Adopt a clear policy, t hen 
a. make it known to ·: a ll personnel and, 
b. instruct all supervisors in the principles of 
rehabilitation. 
2. Survey job requirements, specifically for the place-
ment of the physically handicapped. 
3. Use a "standardized" interview to determine applicant's 
interest, background, and attitude. 
4. Analyze the applicant's physical capabilities with a 
medical examination. 
5. Place the applicant by 
a.. considering his interest, background and attitude, 
b. examining the jobs available, 
c. matching the available job's requirements with 
the individual's capabilities, 
7Ibid., p. 7-8. 
11. 
d. continue placement by centrally controlling the 
transfer and replacement of handicapped workers 
to prevent any assignments to improper jobs, and 
e. informing the supervisor of the jobs the handi-
capped can adequately perform. 
6. Acquaint the worker with the job, using a planned pro-
cedure. 
7. Make a regular follow-up of the handicapped worker's 
placement. 
12. 
CHAPTER III 
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
Thi s study was undertaken as a class project by the grad-
uate class in Me thods in Social Science Research at the Boston 
University School of Public Relations and Communications. The 
class \vas conducted under the gui dance of Dr. Nathan Ha.ccoby 
and Mr . Bernard J. Fine. 
At the outset, the class decided that such a study as the 
employability of the physically handicapped should be geared 
toward three basic goals. These were: 
1. 
0 
'- • 
3. 
To better inform employers of the ab ilities of quali -
fied handicapped workers, 
To increase community understanding of the v a lue of re-
habilitation and employment of the handicapped, and 
To obtain neceseary information f or community organ-
izations so that the phys ically handicapped a re better 
served through rehabilitation and job p lacement. 
It was decided that fulfi llmen t of the first two goals 
r..,ras greatly dependent upon fulfilling the third b a sic purpose , 
vThich was aimed at findin g the ac tual attitude G, knowledge, and 
policies of employers regarding the physically impai r ed. 
l ith these ideas in mind , each individual member o f the 
clas s drew up a set of objectives which he felt were applicable 
to the study. 
After pooling the results of the individual work, the 
class formu lated three general objectives . The first of these 
was to d etermine the attitudes of employers toward physica.lly 
handicapped people. This informa tion was to be secured through 
a.rt inquiry into the following specific areas: 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
attitudes concerning the ability of physically handi-
capped people to produce adequately, quantitatively 
and qualitatively. 
attitudes concerning the effect of physically handi....; 
capped workers on other workers with specif i c regard 
to morale and productivity. 
attitudes regarding the source of the handicap in re-
lation to employment of physically handicapped people, 
i.e., whether or not it makes a difference if the im-
paired person was disabled in an industrial accident, 
in military service , etc., as far as his employment 
potential is concerned. 
effect of outside related influences such as unions or 
insurance companies on attitudes toward employment of 
the physically handicapped. 
attitude of employers toward legislation reguiring the 
employment of the physically handice.pped. {This object-
ive was later deleted as enactment of such le gislation 
was considered higply improbable.) 
attitudes related to the kind of physical disability 
the job applicant has, and its effect on his employ-
ability. 
attitudes related to the physically handicapped as an 
added business risk, i.e., higher insurance rates , med-
ical expenses, etc. (Previous studies have shown med-
ical expenses and insurance rates to be primary de-
fenses of employers for not hiring the handicapped.) 
attitudes concerning the physically handicapped as 
fellow citizens, i.e., whether or not they are thought 
to be sensitive, "touchy ", in need of sympathy, etc. 
The second general objective was to determine the employ-
ers' knowledge about physically handicapped persons, both as 
fellow citizens, and as workers. The specific areas for inquiry 
were li sted as follows: 
A. employers' knowledge concerning the types of jobs the 
physically handicapped person can adequately perform. 
14. 
B. employers' knowledge of, and attitudes toward, possible 
implications for industry if the physically handicapped 
labor marl{et continues growing. 
c. employers' knowledge of rehabilitation programs in his 
community, and the effectiveness of such programs in 
training the physically handicapped to perform given 
tasks, i.e., have rehabilitation and job placement agen-
cies contacted employers regarding the hiring of physic-
ally handicapped peopl e, and if so , with what results? 
D. employers' knowledge regarding performance of physically 
handicapped workers in other companies. 
E. employers' knowled ge regarding turnover, absenteeism, 
accident rates, etc., of physically handicapped persons 
compared with non-disabled persons on similar jobs in 
various industries. 
F. employers' knowledge of what unimpaired workers think 
about their handicapped co-workers. 
The third general objective was to determine employers' 
practices in dealing with the physically handicapped. An in-
vestigation of the following specific areas was decided : 
A. company policies regarding employment of physically 
handicapped workers . 
B. existent p'rograms for incorpora.ting the physically 
handicapped worker into the work force. 
C. types of work assigned to physically handicapped em-
ployees . 
D. treatment accorded physically handicapped workers, i.e., 
special allowances, pampering, etc. 
E. extent of job engineering , i.e., tailoring the job to 
fit the handicapped person's disability. 
F. extent of follow-up policy after placement, i.e., per-
formance checks, and whether or not they are compared 
with those of unimpaired workers . 
G. special precautions taken to insure "right " selection 
of handicapped people, i.e., criteria used in selec-
tion process. 
15. 
In addition to those objectives already memtioned, it is 
hoped that this .study will serve ae a guide for other studies 
similar in nature in many communities throughout the United 
States. 
A completed copy of all the objectives may be found in 
Appendix A. 
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CHAPTER IV 
SCOPE AND PROCEDURE OF STUDY 
There are two requsites in defining a physical handicap 
set down for the purposes of this study. First of all, the 
definition must be sufficiently restrictive to exclude any min-
or disabilities. It is essential that the definition be so 
strict so as to eliminate all impairments that do not require 
special job placement considerations. The second requsite is 
that the impairments studied must be those recognized by indus-
try. 
Scope of Study: Having formulated the objectives of this 
study, the class next considered the geographical area to which 
the project was to be confined. Too large an area was prohib-
itive due to time and financial limitations. On the other hand, 
because the problem is of such a sizable nature, it was felt 
that an intensive survey of a small area would be of greater 
value in contributing more profound information about the pro-
blem. Although the results of such a study would not be gener-
alizable to other communities throughout the nation, they would 
act as a guide in setting up similar surveys. 
With these considerations in mind, the class chose the 
City of Boston, Massachusetts as the area to be studied. 
PROCEDURE OF . STUDY 
The Sample: In selecting the sample for this survey, a 
recent list of approximately 1,500 industrial manufacturers lo-
1 
cated in the City of Boston was used. This list represented 
all the manufacturers in Boston with eight or more employees. 
Because of the limitations in available time and manpower, 
it was decided that no more than 300 interviews could be effect-
ively carried out. The 300 organizations to be interviewed were 
selected on the basis of a random sample stratified according to 
size. That is, all the organizations were listed alphabetically 
in descending order of size, and every fifth name was selected. 
This resulted in a sample of 295 organizations to be interview-
ed. 
A complete list of all the comuanies included in the sa.m-
ple appears in Appendix B. 
The Questionnaire : The questionnaire was divided into four 
parts. With the exceution of Part Four, all the questions were 
designed to find the existing attitudes, knowledge, and policies 
of employers regarding the physically handicapped. 
Part One consisted of a series of questions directed at 
both those employers who n ow have or have had experience with 
physically hand icapped employees , and those who have had no ex-
perience with the physically impaired . 
The second part of the questionnaire, Form A, was directed 
at only those employers who are now employing some handicapped 
workers, while Form B , the third section of the questionnaire , 
is aimed at employers who do not have any physically impaired 
1unpublished list of manufacturers in Boston, !Jiassachusetts, 
with eight or more employees, prepared by the ~ostorr Chamber of 
Comme rce , March, 19 55 . 
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working f or them. 
The face sheet informati on, or the background data , mad e up 
the final section of t h e questionnaire . The information con-
tained therein included the type of products manufactured, the 
n umber of employees and whe t he r or not they were affili a ted wi th 
a union, the position the interviewee holds within his organiza-
tion, and the n a me and add res s of t h e c ompany . 
With the excep tion of this l a st section of the questionnaire, 
a ll the questions were of an open-end n a ture. 
Prior to the c on struction of the final questionnaire, a 
pre-test was made . Each student in the cla ss interviewed t wo 
manufacturing organizations outside the sample area of Bos ton. 
Th e results of the pre-test dictated several constructive cor-
rections and add itions to the questionna ire. 
A copy of t he final questionnaire may be f ound in Appendix 
c. 
Th e Interviews: The f irst set of interviews wa s co mpleted 
by t he individual members of the class. Each student was a s~ 
s i gn ed a pproxim a tely fifteen orga n izations f or which he was 
re s p on si ble to obtain interviews within a thr ee-wee l{ period. 
The i n terviewers were instruc ted not to ma k e annointme nts 
by either letter or telephone, as it was felt that it would be 
too easy for a respondent to d ecline the opportunity for such 
an app ointment. The direct personal approach was f ound most 
successful in over 90 % of the cases. Where it was found not 
poss ible to ful l y com p lete the interview, the interviewe rs were 
instructed to obtain as much data as po ss ible from the respon-
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dent, rather than to write the interview off as a refusal. 
Before any interview was taken, the interviewer was in-
structed to assure the respondent that this survey was concer-
ned only with the respondent's opinions, not with his name or 
that of his organization. Also, the interviewee was assured 
that at no time would his name or that of his company be pub-
lished in connection with this study , other than li sting the 
company's name in the sample. 
The final results of the interviewing are found in Table 2. 
Out of the 295 organizations selected for the sample, twelve 
were found to be either out of business or re located outside 
the sample area. Thus, the sample was reduced to 283 companies. 
Total Interviews 
To Be Taken 
283 
( 100%) 
Table 2 
Interviews Obtained 
273 
(96.5%) 
Refusa.ls 
10 
( 3. 5%) 
The second set of interviews , obtained by the authors, was 
concerned with agencies in the Boston area that are directly 
responsible for vocational rehabilitation and/or job placement 
of the physically handicapped. The questionnaire used in these 
interviews was much the same at that used in interviewing the 
employers with the exception of the face sheet, and the addition 
of a few questions regarding the structure and operation of the 
agency. 
The respondents, however , were asked to answer the questions 
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in two separate manners. They were first asked to answer them 
from their own viewpoint and personal experience, and secondly, 
they were asked to estimate the answer given by the greatest 
percentage of employers for the sa.me question. It was felt that 
this type of interviewing would be valuable in showing the dif-
ferences between the actual attitudes, knowledge, and policies 
of employers, and what these are thought to be by rehab ilitation 
and placement agency's personnel. Thus, where the differences 
were found, there would be conclusive evidence of the poor flow 
of information and knowledge through communication channels be-
tween these two groups. 
A list of the rehabilitation and/or job placement agencies 
interviewed will be found in Appendix B. 
The following two sections of this chapter, coding and 
tabulation of results, are concerned only with the information 
obtained from the interviews with the manufacturing organizations. 
The results of the second set of intervie'.·Ts, . those with rehabil-
itation and placement agencies, were easily coded and tabulated 
by hand because there were so few interviews. 
Codin3: Upon completion of the interviewing, the informa-
tion on the questionnaires was transferred onto a code sheet. 
The procedure set up for the coding is as follows: 
1. A large sample of the questionnaires were read, and the 
answers to all questions were listed, the results of which show-
ed the pattern that the largest percentage of answers would fol-
low . The answers were than compiled, and the code was developed. 
The main reason for making a code is so that the answers given 
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may be assi@1ed numerical values, making a quantitative analy-
sis possible . This also makes it pos s ible to transfer the in-
formation to IBM cards. 
2. After completion of the master code, a copy of which 
is presented in Appendix D, the students in the class then 
transferred the information from the questionnaires onto the 
code sheets. The individual code sheets are mimeographed forms 
containing boxes into ";AJ"hich the coder places the appropriate 
number for the corresponding answer on the questionnaire. A 
copy of the individual code sheet may also be found in Appendix 
D. 
3. When the coding was finished, the class project was 
finished, and the authors of this thesis carried on to complete 
the study. The first step taken by the authors was to check 
randomly the code sheets for any mistakes. Although no relia-
bility coefficient was obtained, all mistakes were clarified, 
and both authors agreed on any changes made in the coding. 
4. The completed code sheets were taken to the IBM labor-
atory, and there a set of IBM cards was made up for each code 
sheet. Standard eighty-column punch cards were used. The in-
formation on the code sheets was transferred to the cards by 
means of an IBM Key Punch machine. This information was then 
checked by an IBM Verifier machine. 
Tabula~ion_: After the cards were punched and verified , 
they were taken to the IBM Electronic Calculator. It is by 
means of this machine that an answer-distribution is possible . 
Two runs of the cards were made through this machine. ~ihen 
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the two runs had been completed , 1 the information was then t r ans -
ferred to mime ographed sheets which were made up for two major 
divisions: type of industry, and si ze ·of industry . As will be 
noted , these mimeographed forms, a copy of which is en c l osed in 
Appendix F , are also divided into ~wo parts : those companies 
that do employ the physically handicapped , and tho se that do not 
employ phy sically handicapped. 
From the data appearing on the mimeographed sheets , in the 
form of total number of answers for e a ch specific question , it 
wa s posslbte to make up percentage tables which show ho-..'1 the 
questions were answered . It is from these tables tha t the basis 
of this study evolves . Although some of the totals are s o s mall 
that they have very little significan ce, the over-all picture is 
generally portrayed in the attitudes , knowled ge , and policies of 
employers in Boston manufacturing organizations regardin g the 
hiring of t he physically handicapped . 
, 
..~.. For more specific data on how information was tabulated , 
see Appendix E . 
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CHAPTER V 
PRESENTAT ION OF RESULTS 
This Chapter presenting the results of the data collected 
will be divided into four parts. Part I will include material 
showing the size and type of industrial organizations inter-
viewed, the i11terviewees representing those organizations, and 
the per cent of physically handicapped employees in those com-
panies. Parts II, III, and IV will correspond respectively to 
the general objectives about the attitudes, knowledge, and pol-
icies of emp loyers regarding the physically handicapped deyel-
oped for the purpose of this study (Chapter III). Answers from 
both the industrial employers and the personnel of the rehabil-
itation agenc ies will be compared. 
PART I: SIZE AND TYPE OF ORGANIZATIONS INTETI!IE~,VED, 
I NTERVIEWEES, AND PER CENT OF HANDICAPPED EMPLOYED 
Size and Type of Or~anizations Interviewed: Table 3 shows 
the type of industrial manufacturers, by size of company, inter-
viewed for this study. It should be noted that companies were 
arbitrarily divided into small (5-50 employees) and large (over 
50 employees) classifications. These same clas s ifications of 
s ize will be used in mos t of the tables presented throughout 
the remainder of this Chapter . There are very few tables pre-
senting data classi fied according to types of industries be-
cause, although such tables were constructed, they were found 
to be insignificant, due to such a \·ride spread of answers . 
Table d 
Type of Industry by Si ze 
Type of Industry Number of Industries bv Size 
Small Large 
(5-50 Employees) iQver 50 Employees ) 
Clothing 
Printing 
Food 
Electrical 
Indu strial Machinery 
Construction Materials 
Office Supplies 
Other'~ 
51 24 
26 8 
19 11 
6 5 
19 14 
13 3 
10 5 
48 11 
192 8I 
·:~Included in the "other" category are organizations manufact-
uring such products as furniture, household appliances, plastic 
and leather goods , and surgica l and musical instruments. 
Positions of Interviewees: The pos ition s of company repr e-
sentatives interviewed ranged f r om 0\\rners, presidents, personnel 
de partment he ads, and other executives not mention ed above , to 
secretai re s, bookkeepers, and anyon e in the personnel depar tment 
othe r than the manager. The majority of those interviewed were 
in the executive category. 
Per Cent of Companies Employing Physically Handicapped : 
Table 4 sho\~S the percentage of companies, by size, t ha t do em-
ploy some physically handicapped people. Beca.use there were so 
few compan ies with over 100 employees, the s e were grouped . 
Table .1 
Employment of Physically · Handicapped by Size of Company 
No. of Do Employ Don't Employ Tota ls 
Employ- Handicapped Ha ndicapped 
ees N ~t- N ...!L N ...!L 5-10 --"2 23 . 92 25 100 
11-25 31 30 73 70 104 100 
26-50 28 44 35 56 63 100 
51-100 25 56 20 44 45 100 
over 100 22 61 14 39 36 100 
108 165 273 
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From this table it is evident that the larger the company 
· is, t h e more physically handica.Dped people it employs. This 
would naturally be expected due to the fact that these large 
companies have more employees. However , the point to be de ter-
mined is whether there is a difference between large and small 
companies insofar as the proportion of physically handicapped 
people employed is concerned. This is depicted in the following 
section. 
Per Cent of Phys~cally Handica.pped Employees: I n the fol-
lowing table, the percentage of physically handicapped employees 
to the total number of employees in both large and small compan-
ies is shown. 
Table 2 
Per Cent of Physically Handicapped Employees 
in Small and Large Companies 
Sma. ll Companies 
( 5-50 Employees ) 
5.56% 
( Signif . 
Large Companies 
(over 50 Employee~ 
1.96% 
.05) 
fuen the size of the companies has been held constant, and 
the proportion of physically handicapped employees in each size 
company has been determined, it appears quite clearly that 
smali companies employ proportionally more physically handi-
capped people. 
Division of Study: The division of this study is based on 
the comparisons of those employers who are present ly employing 
some physically impaired people, with those employers vlho do 
not have any physically handicapped in their employ. It was 
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found that of the 27 3 ma nufacturin g organizations inte rviewed, 
108 do e mploy some physicB.lly impaired workers, while 165 of 
these orga nizat i ons do not employ a ny. These fi ~ures represent 
the basis for the r e maining tables throughout Parts I I , III, and 
IV of this Chapter . 
Apparen tly most of the companies that do not employ a ny 
physically handicapped vmrk ers n o w, have never employed any such 
people. This is shown by the f a ct that out of the 165 or~aniza­
tions not emp loyin g any handicapped workers a t t his time, only 
19.4%, or 32 companies, had at one time employ ed some. I n in-
terpreting the data then , it should be borne i n mind that the 
companies that pre sen tly are employin g some handi c apped workers 
are responding to the qu e stions in terms of t heir experience, 
while those that employ no physically im-oaired n eople are mor e 
like ly not to have had a.ny such experience. 
It wou ld be of i n te r est to determi ne why those c ompan i es 
that employed handicapped \vork ers in the past · do not employ any 
nO\'l , and, what happened to t ho se that were previously emp loyed. 
PART II: ATTITUDE S OF EMPLOYERS Tm·JARD 
PHYSI CALLY HA1JDIC A.PP.!:D PEOPLE 
Quali!:.Y. of \llo rl:: of t h e Physically Ha.:f"Jdicanped: Re garding 
the quality of work o f physi c a lly h a ndicapped employee s, the 
g reatest percen t age of employers that presently h ave exper ience 
with the handic gpped, re port t hat it equa ls, if not surpasses , 
the p e rfo rmance of unimpaired work ers. Of the e mployers also 
vli th handicaPped workers tha t r epo rted i nferior quali ty of work 
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from such e~ployees , the gre atest per cent r e p resented the large 
companies . It may be t hat these l arger companies actually tal{e 
fewer Derfo rmance ch eck s, and have less personal coutact with 
their work ers, than one mi13ht be l ed to believe. 
'iihile over 25~~ of the interviewees of companies with no 
physically handicanped employees had no knowledge on the sub-
ject, almost half of the employers of the s am e group d id believe 
that the work quality of the handicapped would be equal to, or 
better than, t hat of non-disabled workers. 
Table 6 
Employers ' Attitudes of .lark Quality of Handicapped 
Compared with 1!on -Handicapped 
Perform-
an ce 
Do Emgloy Hand!c~ped 
~mall % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
Don't Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
il:I=61) (N=47) 
Better 1 3 .2 14.9 
Same** 7 3 . 8 48.9 
Not As Good***l.6 10.6 
Depends* 4 .9 10.6 
D. K.**** 1 .6 12.8 
_T. l\ . 
ITS 
63 .0 
5 . 6 
7.4 
6.5 
(N=l31) (N=34) 
10 .7 5.9 
41.2 32.4 
5.3 2.9 
10.7 26 .5 
25.9 26 .5 
2 . 3 2 . 9 
Other 4.9 2.2 3 .7 3 .9 2 . 9 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 
9:7 
39.4 
4 . 8 
13.9 
26 . 2 
2 .4 
3.6 
100 .0 
·~ Depends on individua l's ability, and/or his attitude. 
-IH~Signif . Diff . - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Small vs PH Large; 
PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
·:HH:·Signlf . Diff . - PI-I Small vs PH Large; PH Large vs NPH Large • 
.Y.··:Ht-~}S i gn if. Diff. - PH Small vs PH Large; PH Small vs NI'H Small; 
PH I'-1'e an vs NPH Mean. 
The fo llowing abbrGviatlons are used in this and many of 
the remaining tables: 
a. Small - Small Companies (5-50 employee s). 
b. Large- Large Companies (over 50 employees). 
c. N - Number of cases. 
d. D.K. -Don't Kn ow. 
e • N • A • - No An s we r . 
f. Si gn if. Diff. - .S ignificant Differen ce. Appendix G. 
g . PH - Companies that do employ physically handicapped. 
h. NPH - Companies that do not employ physically h an-
dicapped workers. 
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In cluded in t he "other tt c a tegory of Table 6 were responses 
stating that a c omparison of the quali t y of work bet1.-1e en able -
b od i ed and handicapped workers either should not or could not 
be made . 
Of the personnel in the rehabilitation and p lacemen t agen -
cies inte rviewed, all reported that from their exper ien ce and 
kn owl edge the quality of work of the physi c ally haxJdicapped was 
equal to, or better t han , that of unimpa i red work ers . However , 
one-third of these interviewees believed that the majority of 
employer s would report inferior quality for the h andica:oped . 
This, of course, was not the actual result , as has already been 
poin ted out . 
Productivity of t h e Physi c al l ;y_ Handi c apped: Rehabi li tation 
agency pe r sonnel all rated the productivity of hand icapped 
• 
workers equal t o , or better than, thei r able-bodied c ompe titors. 
For the most part , they believed that the majori ty of employers 
would resp ond in much the same way , which they did (Table 7). 
It should b e pointed out, however , that the same t wo in t erview-
ees that felt the maj o rity of employers would report inferior 
quality for the handicapped, also believed tha t the greate r per-
centage of em p l oyers would report an unfavorable productivity 
ratin g for the impaired workers. 
The actua.l resu lts of t he interviews with the employers 
revealed that t ho se of companies presently employin g some ph y -
sically handicapped wor~ers rated such workers as e qu al t o , or 
better than, their non-disabled co-wo r kers for the most part . 
Employers in c ompani es with no hand icapped workers showed a 
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lack of kn owledge in more than 25% of the cases. This may be 
exnec ted due to t h e lack of exp erience with the handicapped on 
the part of s o many of t hese emp loyers. However, this may a lso 
point out poor communications with rehabilitation agencies , as 
both these age ~1 cies and nrevious studies have r evealed that the 
majority of hand icapped workers are eoual to, i f no t better tha~ 
n on-disabled worker s as far as quality and productivity are 
con cerned . . 
Tab le ']_ 
Employe rs ' Attitudes Regardin g Production of Hand icanped 
Compared with Non-Handicapped 
Perform- Do Emnlov Handicanped Don't Emnlov Ha nd icappe d 
% Small-"-% Large Mean % Small % Large Mean ance 
Compani e s Compa nies % Compani es Companies % 
(N=61) (N=47) ( N=l31) (N=34) 
4.9 21.3 12 . 0 3.8 8.8 
Same~HH~ 67.2 44.7 57.4 38.2 20.6 
No t As Good** 6 .6 8 .5 7.4 16.0 8 . 8 
Depends* 8 . 3 10.6 9 .3 14.5 11. 8 
N • .A. • 
Other 
9.8 12.8 11.1 22.2 41.2 
1.6 2.1 1.9 5. 3 5 . 9 
1.6 .9 2.9 
100 .0 100.0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 
4:8 
3 4 .5 
14 . 6 
13 .9 
26 .1 
5 . 5 
.6 
100 .0 
* Depends on ind ividuals ability, and/or his attitude. 
*iHHHI-S i gni f . Di f f. - NPH Small vs 1JPH Large; PH Sma ll vs NPH 
Small; PH Large vs NPH Large; PH Mean vs NPH Mean . 
~HH~Si gn i f . Diff . - PH Sma ll vs PH Large; NPH Small vs NPH 
Large; PH Swall vs NPH Small; PH Large vs NPH Large ; 
PH Mean vs NPH i-1e c:m . 
-:...:1-Si gnif . Diff . - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH IvTe an. 
1HHH~ S i gn if. Diff. -PH Small vs PH Large . 
Effect £f Handi c apped ~1orkers on Morale and P roduct ivity 
of Unimuaired Workers: Regarding the e ffect of physically h9.n-
dicapped wo rkers on other wor'cers insofar as moral e {Table 8 ) 
and p r oductivity (Table 9) are conce rned, emp loyers feel that 
there are good re lations between the two groups . This attitude 
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especially holds true in companies tha t do empl oy disabl ed per-
sonnel . Of the few companies whose representatives believed 
that such re l ations are poor, the majority of these are indus-
tries not employing the physically impaired . 
nearly all the companies who do employ such workers ans-
wered the question , but a l arge per cent of those not emp l oying 
handicapped persons revealed a decided lack of knowl edge about 
the question. 
Table §_ 
Relationship Between Handicapped and Non-Ht!J.dicapped 
Workers in the Work Group 
Relation-
ship 
Very Good*·~ 
Good-O . K. 
Fair-Poor 
Depends{~ 
D . K . ~HH~ 
N. A. 
Other 
~~Depends 
-IH~Signi f . 
PH 
•.HHI-Signif . 
PH 
Do Empl oy Handicapued 
% Small % Large Mean 
Companies Compan ies % 
(N=61) (N=47) 
Don 't Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Large lVTea.n 
Companies Companies % 
(N=l31 ) (N=34) 
37 . 7 42.6 39.8 16.0 11 . 8 15 . 2 
50 . 8 46 . 8 49 . 1 47 . 4 47 . 1 47 . 3 
3 . 4 1.9 4.6 2 . 9 4 . 2 
4 . 9 8 . 5 6 . 4 6.9 8 . 8 7 . 3 
1 . 6 2 . 1 1 . 8 19.1 20 . 6 19 . 4 
3 . 0 2 . 4 
1 . 6 1 . 0 :2 · 0 8.8 4 . 2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 100.0 
on handicapped ' s attitude . 
l)iff . 
-
PH Large vs NPH Large; PH Small vs NPH Small; 
Mean vs NPH Mean . 
Diff . 
-
PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Large vs NPH Large ; 
Mean vs NPH Mean . 
Two responses in the "other" category of Table 8 are v:orthy 
of mention only to the point where they demonstrate to t he read-
er the de gree of lack of knowledge about handicapped workers on 
the part of some empl oyers . The first response was that the 
handicapped worker would "probably have a chip on his shoulder", 
while another stated , "Peopl e here would resent the handicapped 
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because they would represent a threat to the safety of normal 
' worl-cers 11 • Other an S1'fers included, "sli ght resentment 11 , "re la-
tionship is ~ot important as they are accepted only on the 
basis of the work they can do", and, "the relationship is depen-
dent on the type of '\vork and the degree of the handicap". 
From their previous knowledge, the personnel of the rehabil-
itation agencies gave responses indicating good relationships 
between the two types of workers after rehabilitation o f the 
handicapped. On the other hand , most of these agency personnel 
believed that the majority of employers having no experience 
with the handicapped would respond in the fair-to-poor category, 
while those employers with experience would find good results. 
Employers' attitudes concerning the effe ct of the physic-
ally handicapped on productivity of others shows that r epre-
sentatives of most compani e s employing the handicapped believe 
that this group does not effect productivity. This a t titude is 
is also revealed in a lmost 60 % of companies with no hand icapped. 
Do Handicapped Workers Affect Productivity 
of Non-Handicapped Workers? 
Response Do Employ Handica2oed Don't Emolo;y Handicapped 
<7/ Small % Large Mean % Small % Large Mean ;u 
Companies Companies % ComPanies Comnanies % 
l_N=61) ~N=47 ) (N:l31) (iJ=:24) 
No·:H~ 85.2 78.3 81 .5 57.3 55.9 57 .o 
Yes1HH~ 8.2 8.5 8.3 19.1 17.6 18.8 
Depends"~~ 6.6 2.8 4.6 2.9 4.2 
D.K. ~*' ~~- ~~~·~t- 1.7 6 . 6 4.6 13.7 23.6 15.8 
N. A. 4.9 2 .8 5. 3 4.2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
'~~Depends on individual and/or type of Job. 
·:H~Signif . Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs liTPH ~-'ie an • 
~HH'"Signif . Diff. 
-
PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Large vs NPH Large. 
·:HHHl-S ignif. Diff. 
-
PH Small VB NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
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Of the employers who believed that ~r·:Jductl vi ty is affected 
by the impaired worl\:er, a :nore significant number of those not 
employing the handicapped stated that productiv ity is decreased. 
This response leads one to question the b a sis of these employ-
ers' conclusions, since the y do not employ any physically dis-
abled people now, and only a very f ew have had experience with 
such vrorkers in the past. Table 9 also indicates that of this 
same group of employers, there is a fair amount of lack of in-
formation about the productivity effects on non-disabled workers 
·by handicapped employees. 
The res ponses from the kn0wledge or experience of personnel 
intervie ;ved in rehabili ta.tion and placement agencies about this 
question ranged from "no effect", or "only a minor eff ect", to 
''in creases productivity most of the time". These people general-
ly believed that most employers would report that the handi-
capped workers had a decreasing eff ect on productivity of other 
workers in their work group. This, however, did not actually 
occur i n the majority of cases, as was pointed out.in the table. 
Source of Disabilities as Criteria of Employment : To as-
certain employers' attitudes concerni~g the source of the dis-
ability in relation to employment of the physically handicapped, 
the employers were questioned as to whether or not the source 
was c 0n sidered a criterion for employment. Companies that do , 
as well a s those that do not, employ impaired 'ivorkers overwhelm-
i ngly agreed that the source of the disability is not considered 
in employment selection. 
The rehabilitation agencies ' personnel, on the o ther hand, 
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believed t hat the source of the disability of a handicapped ap-
pli c ant would be an important consideration o f the emp l oyer . 
In some cases they fe lt that employers wo u ld have preference, 
such as veterans , over other sources . They a l so believed that 
employers wo uld be very much concerned with whe t her or not the 
source of the d i sabi lity was due to an indust r ial accident . 
However , t h e fac t remains that mos t employers stat ed that they 
d i sre gard the source of a disability as a factor of emp loyabil-
i ty. 
"When asked wh at the sources of their handi c apped employees 
disabilitie s we re, the employers responded predomi nantly in the 
congenital and military categories. The discre pancy between 
what employers say i n re gard to the source, and what t hey i ndi-
cate by t heir b ehavi o r i n emp loyment , may be reso l ved by the 
fact that there are more con geni tal and military sources of 
dis abilities than any o t her source. 
Table 10 
Sources of Di sa.bilities of Handicapped Workers 
Source s 
of 
Disabil-
ities 
Old Age 
Con ge n ital 
Mili ta.ry 
Indu s t rial 
Sicknes s 
Don 't Kno\v 
Other 
Do Emnloy 
Per Cent of Small 
Companies (N=6ll 
1.6 
42.6 
16 .4 
9.9 
3.3 
8 . 2 
18 .0 
100 .0 
Handicanped 
Per Cent of Large 
Comna.nies (N=lli 
4 . 3 
51.1 
6 . 4 
14.9 
4.2 
6 .1.! 
1 2 .7 
100 . 0 
I ncluded i n the "other " catego ry of Table 10 i'lere responses 
sho\'llng more than one source of disa.bili t y for t h eir emp loyees. 
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Effect of Union Influences 2n Employability of PhysicallY 
Handicapped : To determine the effect union influences had on 
employer s regarding the hiring of the handicapped, company r ep-
resentatives were asked to relate their knowledge of union at -
titudes on the subject. 
Very few companies' employe r s believed unions to be unfav-
arable with regard to employing the handicapped. On the other 
hand, the greatest percentage of employers indicating unions 
were favorable was only 25% of those with handicapped employees. 
A great lack of knowledge about union attitudes was revealed by 
employers of all companies, especially those with no handicapped 
employees , although no distinction wa.s made for unionized firms. 
Table 11 
Employers ' Attitudes About Union Influences on Employability 
of Physically Handicapped \'lorkers 
Do Employ Ha.ndicapued Don't Employ Handicauped 
% Small % Large Mean % Smal l % Lar·ge :fl.~ea.n 
Union 
Atti -
tudes Compan i es Companies % Companies Companies % 
Favorable~~ 
Neutral 
Unfavorable 
D . K . *-1!-
*Sign if. 
~~-'~~Signif. 
~HHi-Other -
(N=61) (N=47) (N=l31) (N=34) 
2l.l~ 29 . 8 25.0 18 . 3 5.9 15 . 8 
6 . 6 14. 9 10.2 8.4 17 . 6 10.3 
1. 6 6.4 3.7 3 . 8 2.9 3.6 
63 . 9 40 . 4 53 . 7 61 . 1 67 . 7 62 . 4 
4 . 9 6 . 4 5 . 5 . 5. 3 4. 3 
1.6 2.1 1 . 9 3. 1 5 . 9 3 . 6 
100.-0 100:0 100 .o 100 .o 100 .o 100 .o 
Diff . - NPH Small vs NPH Large; PH Large vs NPH Large. 
Diff. - PH Smell vs PH Large; PH Large vs NPH Large . 
i . e., "may force employer to hire " , "Depends on whe-
ther or not handicap"Qed is union member " . 
A clear- cut opposition of views was observed in the inter-
viev1s with personnel of rehabilitation agencies concerning this 
question. 1.•lhile 50 per cent regarded the union a ttl tude as 
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neutral, the remaining per cent was split between favorable and 
unfavorable attitudes on the part of unions . This split was 
true in both their own opinions, and vrhat they believed to be 
the attitudes of the majority of employers. 
Employers ' Attitudes Toward Type..§. of Physical Handic~.ps: 
Employers were asked a set of questions to ascertain their atti-
tudes in relation to the type of handicap of a job applicant, 
and its eff ect on that person ' s employability (Table 12). Dis-
1 abilities were selected from a list developed by Abilities , Inc ., 
New York, representing the most common impairments found in in-
dustry . These were shown to the employers to determine if their 
companies would consider people with these handicaps for employ-
ment, and if so , what types of jobs might be available to them. 
Of all the disabilities mentioned, the people handicapped 
by deafness would have the gr-eatest opportunity to secure em-
ployment (Table 12- A) . Other cond itions succeeding deafness 
were listed as follows : Arrested Tuberculosis ( Table 12-B), 
Orthopedic De formities (Table 12- C), Ar thritis (Table 12-D) , 
Amputations ( Table 12- E), Cardiac I mpairments (Table 12-F) , Os-
teomyelitis (Table 12-G) , Paralyses ( Tables 12- H, 12- I , 12- L,and 
1 2- M:) , Cerebral Palsy ( Table 12-J) , and Blindness ( Table 12- K) • 
The personnel of r ehabilitation agencies were asked the 
same set of questions , but were requested to anticipate what the 
1 Abi l ities, Inc . , was organized in July , 1952, for the pur-
pose of training men and women who have been regarded as "handi-
capped" or "disabled", so that they may develop skills which 
will enable them to obtain gainful employment in private indus -
tries. 
36. 
majority of employers would answer . The responses were in terms 
of pe r cent of employers t hat would accept certain types of dis-
abilities . Although these percentages were different, propor-
tionately the agencies rated the types of handicaps for j ob op-
portun ities much the same as the employers actually did , with 
the exception of cerebral palsy and blindness, which preceded 
hemiplegic, trepl egic , and quadraparetic paralyse s in that order . 
"Other" deformities (Table 12n) have a large per cent of 
"no answer" responses , as many employers probably could not dis-
tinguish between orthopedic deformities and "other" defo rmit ies, 
or else they could not think of what would constitute "other" 
after seeing the list. 
Throughout the tables, there is a consistent pattern that 
the largest per cent of employers that would hire persons with 
disabi l ities , disregarding the type of handicap involved, are 
those companies already employing, the physically impaired. 
According to the charts , '\tli thin the paralysis group , para~ 
plegics have t he greatest opportunity to be hired . This, it is 
believed by the writers , is due to the vast amount of publ icity 
that these people have received since the end of .orld War LI . 
Communities build homes and revamp project apartments for them ; 
they participate i n charity games of basketball and softball . 
On the who le, the publ i c is aware of what paraplegics are able 
to do, an awareness whi ch is lack i ng in regard to other types 
of paraly ses . 
Osteomyelitis, although not a crippling di s ease in many 
cases is found low on the list of responses signifying the 
37. 
possible opportunity for employment . This is due to the lack 
of information about this condition on the part of employers 
and the company physicians . Many people who are afflicted with 
osteomyelitis are not incapacitated in any way , yet employers 
seem reluctant to hire them . This is found to be most true in 
large companies '~:lhich do not employ physically impaired workers . 
The deaf person has not only the greatest opportunity of 
securing a position , but also the chance for a wide ran3e of 
jobs . The reason for this may be that deaf people are still 
'' able-bodied" , in the sense that their work will not incre ase 
their impairment . For nearl y a l l other categories , the answers 
regarding types of positions that might possibly be given to 
handicapped applicants were office, clerical, or light work as-
signments . This is natural, ae most employers are not fully 
aware of the capabilities of the physically handicapped . 
The parts of Table 12 include the types of disabilities 
mentioned in the order of ratings by employers for job opportu-
nities for a specific disability . The "yes " answers which sig-
nify that employers might consider a, particular type of handi-
capped applicant for employment included the followi ng : 
a . any job . 
b . office , clerical . 
c . menial--laborer , janitor . 
d . light work--assembly , inspection . 
e . machine operator--heavier work . 
f . type of work not mentioned. 
g . depends on extent of disabilities . 
Categories for the types of job opportunities were not 
m~de available in the tables , as the range of answers were so 
widespread that they were not considered significant . 
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Table 12 
----
Employers' Attitudes Toward Types of Physical Handicaps: 
Consider-
ation for 
Employ-
ment 
No*-l~ 
D.K. 
N.A. 
Depends·:~ 
Do Employ 
% Small 
Companies 
(i'J=61) 
23.0 
75.4 
1.6 
A. Deafness 
Handicapped % Large Mean 
Comnan ie s '1o I (N=47) 
29.8 
68.1 
2 . 1 
25.9 
72.2 
1.9 
Don't Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N:l31) (N:34) 
39.7 38.2 
57.2 55.9 
2.3 
. 8 
5.9 
39.4 
57.0 
3.0 
.6 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
"'"Depends on handicapped's capabilities. 
*-l~Signif. Diff. -PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Me"ln 
-IHH~Signif. Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean 
vs NPH rJiean. 
vs NPH Me an . 
B. Arrested Tuberculosis 
No...,}?~ 34.4 2§:8 32.4 51.1 44.1 49.7 
Yes*~~* 64.0 63.8 63.9 45.1 50.0 46.1 
D. K. 4.3 1.9 1.5 1.2 
N.A. 2.1 .9 1.5 5.9 2.4 
De-oends·l} 1.6 .9 .8 .6 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
*Depends on handicapped ' s capabilities. 
it-*Signif. Diff. 
-
PH Small vs NPH Small; NPH Small vs NPH 
Large; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
c. Orthopedic Deformities 
No~H!- 29.5 25.5 27.8 46.6 41.2 45.:: 
Yes~~** 65.6 66.0 65.8 41.9 47.1 43.0 
D.K. 2.1 .9 3.1 2.lJ 
N. A. 3.3 6.4 4.6 8.4 11.7 9. 1 
Depends·* 1.6 .9 
100.0 100.0 100 . 0 100 .o 100.0 100 . 0 
·*Depends on handicapped's capabilities. 
~HI-Sign if . Diff. 
-
PH Small vs NPH Small; PH ~·1ean vs NPH Mean. 
~~*'~~Si gn if. Diff. 
-
PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
--=----~ 
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Table 12 (can't.) 
Employers' .Attitudes Toward Types of Phy sica.l Handicaps: 
Consider-
l
ation for 
Employ-
1ment 
1 No*'~!­
Yes*~~~~-
D.K. 
N.A. I Depends~f 
*Depends 
**Sign if. 
*-!~*Sign if. 
·1 No** 
Yes**<i~ 
I D.IL 
N. A. 
Depends?~ 
*Depends 
'~~*Sign if. 
I ** ·l~Signif. 
I 
II 
No** 
Yes** 
D.K. 
N.A. 
Depends* 
*Depends 
"'~*Sign if. 
~HH\-Signif. 
D. Arthritis 
Do EmDloy Handicapped 
% La.rge ~fe an 
Companies % 
Don't Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Large Iv1ean % Small 
Comryanies 
(N=61) 
39.3 
60.7 
Com"9an i e s Companies % 
(N=47) 
25.5 
70.3 
(N=l31) (N=34) 
56.5 44.1 33 .3 
64.9 36.6 44.1 
.8 2.9 
2.1 .9 3.8 8.9 
2.1 .9 2.3 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
on handicapped's ca.pabili ties. 
53.9 
38.2 
1.:3 
4.8 
1.8 
100.0 
Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
Diff. -PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Large vs NPH Large; 
PH Mean vs NPH ~1ean. 
E. Amputations 
42.6 36.2 39:8 58.8 
55.7 59.6 57.4 38.9 
2.1 .9 .8 
1.7 2.1 1.9 _h2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
on handicapped's capabilities. 
Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Large 
PH Mean vs ~rH Mean. 
Diff. 
-
PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Large 
PH Mean vs T\TPH ~-1ean. 
F. Cardiac Impairments 
39.3 51.1 44.4 58.8 
57.4 44.7 51.9 37.4 
2.1 .9 1.5 
3.3 2.1 2.8 2.3 
-
100.0 100:0 100.0 100.0 
on handicapped's capabilities. 
Diff. -PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean 
Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean 
64.7 o.o 
29.4 37 .o . 
5.9 
100.0 
vs NPH Large; 
VB NPH Large; 
'i 
58.8 58. 
35.3 37 .o 
1.2 
5.9 3.0 
100.0 100.0 
vs NPH ~1ean. 
vs NPH Mea.n. 
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Table 12 (con 1 t.) 
Employers 1 Attitudes Toward Types of Physical Ha.ndica.ps: 
Consider-
ation for 
! Employ-
ment 
D.K. 
N.A. 
G. Osteomyelitis 
Do Emnloy HandicaQped % Small ~Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N=61) o4~B4.7) 54.1 :s- 51.9 
37.7 42.6 39.9 
3.3 4.3 3.6 
4.9 4.3 4.6 
100.0 100.0 100 .0 
Don't Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Comnanies Companies % 
(N; l31) ( N=34) 
62.6 79.4 
25.2 8 .8 
6.1 
bb.T 
21.8 
4.8 
6.1 
100.0 
11.8 7-2 
*Signif . Diff . - PH Large vs NPH Large; 
PH IVJ:ean vs NPH Mean. 
ir*Signif. Diff. -PH Large vs :.NP H Large; 
PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
NPH Small 
100 .o 100 .o 
vs NPH Large; 
NPH Small vs NPH Large; 
il H. Paraplegics 
ji No 70.5- 66:0 68.5 -74:0 79.4 75.2 
1! Yes 27.9 29 . 8 28.7 22.1 14.7 20.6 I D . K. .8 .6 , 
N. A. 1.6 4.2 2.8 3.1 ~-9 ) .61 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .o 100.0 100.0 
I. Hemiplegics 
!I 
84.8 II ~~~. 81.9 72.3 77:8 84 .7 85.3 14.9 19.1 16 .6 10.7 8.8 10.4 1.6 4.3 2 . 8 .8 .6 
N.A. 1.6 4.:2 2.8 3.8 2·9 4.2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
J. Cerebral Palsy 
No*ir 73.9 78.7 76.0 87 .8 85.3 87.3 
Yes~~-}r .. ~E- 18.0 14.9 16.7 7.6 8 .8 7.9 
D. K. 1.6 2.1 1.8 1.5 1.2 
I N . A. 4.9 4.3 4.6 3 .1 5.9 3.6 
j Depends~:· 1.6 .9 
I 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 ~~Depends on h an d icapped 1 s capabilities. 
~HI-Sign if. Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH Mean . 
~H<oi~Si gnif. Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
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Table 12 (con 't.) 
Employers' Attitudes Toward Types of Physical Handicaps: 
Consider-
ation fo r 
Employ-
men t 
No 
Yes 
D. K. 
N.A. 
No 
Yes 
D.K. 
N.A. 
No 
Yes 
D.K. 
N.A. 
No** 
Yes·lHHt-
D.K. 
N.A. 
Depends·:~ 
~fDepends 
*'~~"S i gn if. 
~.HHt·Signif. 
Do Emnloy % Small 
Comnanies 
(N=61) 
88.5 
8.2 
3 .3 
100.0 
90.1 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 
100.0 
95.1 
3.3 
1.6 
100.0 
K . Blindness 
Handicapped % Large Mean 
Companies % 
(N=47) 
80.9 
17.0 
2.1 
100.0 
85.2 
12.0 
2.8 
100.0 
L. Treplegics 
89.4 B9.13" 
6.4 4.6 
1.9 
4.2 3.7 
100.0 100.0 
Don' t Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N= l31) (N=34) 
90.1 88.2 89.7 
7.6 5.9 7.2 
2.3 
100.0 
91.6 
3.1 
.8 
4~ 
100.0 
5.9 
100.0 
94.1 
2·9 
100.0 
3.1 
100.0 
92.1 
2.4 
.6 
4.9 
100.0 
M. Qua.draparetics 
95.7 95.4 93.8 91.2 93.3 
1.9 2.3 1.8 
.8 2.9 1.2 
4.3 2.7 3.1 2·9 3.7 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
N. Other Deformities 
18.0 23.4 20.4 39.8 38.2 39.4 
45.9 53.2 49.1 23.6 20.6 23.0 
4.9 4.3 4.6 3.8 2.9 3.7 
29.6 19.1 25.0 31.3 32.4 31.5 
1.6 .9 1.5 2·9 2.4 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
on handicapped's capabilities. 
Diff. 
-
PH Small vs NPH Sma.ll; PH Mean vs NPH T>1:ean. 
Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH r·1e an ; 
_PH Large vs NPH Large. 
- -- -
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The Phygcally Handicapped as ~ Added Business Ris~: To 
determine the at titudes of' employers as to whether or not the 
physically handicanped are ail added business r isk, company re-
presen t a tives were asked to g ive their opinion as to the extent 
that economic considerations enter into the question of employ-
ing the disabled group . 
Responses of employers of those organizations with no han -
dicapped employees were fairly well divided between " great deal", 
" somewhat ", andttlittle", whereas in companies that employ some 
handicapped people, the employers• responses were more signif-
icant for the different answer-categories. In this l a tter grou~ 
over half o f the employers interviewed believed that economic 
considera tions enter into the question of employability only a. 
little. Such a response was found more often in small compan-
ies. I t should also be noted in this sa.me group of employers 
that many more of the large companies than small coml;)anies felt 
the economic c on siderations ente r ed into the question of employ-
ability a great deal, although in total, the responses were few. 
Table 13 
Do Economic Considerations Enter I nto the Question 
of Employability of t he Physically Handicapped? 
Response 
Gre at Deal 
Some what 
Little 
Depends-:~ 
D.K. 
Other 
Do Employ_Handicepped 
% Small %Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N=6ll (N=47 ) 
1.6 . 19.2 
16.4 19.2 
60 .7 48.9 
9.3 
17.6 
55.6 
1.8 
Don't Employ Hand icapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N=l31) (N=34) 
21.4 23.5 
22.9 23 .5 
37.4 35 .4 
21.8 
23.0 
37.0 
3.3 
14.7 
3.3 
100.0 
2.1 9.2 16.0 17.6 16.4 
1.8 
100.0 
10.6 6.5 2.3 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
*Depends on type of work in which company is en gaged. 
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I n general, Table 13 se em s to sho"tr that those represent-
atives of companies that employ the physical l y h andicapped do 
not think tha t ec onomic considera t i ons enter into the question 
of employability of such workers as much as do tho se employers 
1.vi th no disabled people. On the other hand , from the point of 
view of rehabilitation personnel interviewed, economic aspects 
do enter into the question of employment o f the d isab l ed to 
a great exte n t. Th e insurance factor was rated at t h e to p of 
their l iot of economi c risks . 
I n the "other" c a te gory of Tab l e 13 were ansv1ers signifying 
dependence on wo rkman 1 s comp ensation restrict i on s, "extent of 
the handi c ap " , and , " i n sura n ce rates". Two responses of "n o 
a n swer" were a lso i n cluded in this c atego r y . 
PART III: KNmvLK')GE OF E:t•PLOYERS ABOUT 
PHY SIC ALLY HANDI CAPP~D PEOPLE 
Emp loyers 1 Kn owledge of Grm.Yi n_g Phys ica lly Handicapped 
Labo r Market : Three quest ion s were asked of emp l oyers to deter-
min e their knowledge concern ing the p ossible implica tions facing 
industry if the ph y sica lly handicapped l abor market c ont inued to 
g row wi th inc reas ed unemployment . 
The first of these questions regarded what employers thought 
would happen to the size of this l abor marke t over the n ext ten 
years (Tab l e 14). The g reatest number of responses fro m all 
employers for a single answer-category was in the " in c rease " 
column , but that was on l y approximately 27 % o f all i nterviewed . 
It \"las fo und significan t, howeve r , that employers of companies 
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with no handicapped employees are mors likely to say that such 
worl{ers ' labor marke t will decrease over the follm•.ring years, 
than are emp loyers that presently hire some handicapped people . 
It i~ a leo evid e n t fro m Table 14 that many employer s re -
ve a led a l 9.c"k of kn o \vledge about the subject, even thou gh it is 
a concern that will involve all business and industri a l f i rms . 
Tab le 14 
Employers ' Attitude To1-.rard Size of Physically Handicapped 
Labor Market Over the Next Ten Years 
Response Do Employ Handicapped 
J& Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
I ncrease 
Stay Sa me 
De c rease ·:~ ~ 
De p e n ds 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other* 
(N=61) (N=47) 
31.2 25.5 28.7 
16.4 17.0 16 .7 
9 . 8 23 . 5 15.7 
11.4 14.8 13.0 
24.7 14.8 20.4 
4 . 9 2.3 3.6 
1.6 2.1 1.9 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
*Makes n o differen ce to employer. 
Don ' t Emnloy Handicapped % Small % Larg e Mean 
Compani e s Companies % 
(N=l31) ( ~= 34) 
25.2 29.4 
9.9 8.8 
29.0 17.6 
5.3 8.8 
24.4 26.6 
5.4 8.8 
.8 
100.0 100.0 
26:1 
9.7 
26.7 
6 .0 
24.8 
6 .1 
. 6 
100.0 
**Si gn i f . Diff . - PH Small vs 0PH Small; PH Mean vs NPH ~ean. 
The next question was directed at finding the reasons for 
employers ' answers to the first question . Nearly a ll the em-
p laye r s gave d i fferent res ponses, rangin g f r om "decrease due to 
no ".vars '', to "war will cause increase". Although no cross-
tabulation was available to compare answers for the first and 
second questions by each employer , the responses seemed to fol -
low a lo g ical order. 
i,.,'hils the p ersonn el of rehabilitation a g e n cies believed 
that most emp loyers would an swer this question in the "increase" 
category , their ovm ans,,vers were divided between " increase" and 
"decrease ". The reasons for those believing the market would 
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increase were attributed to more and better rehabilitation facil-
ities, and the tremendous medical advances over the pa st few 
years. On the other hand, those personnel believing that the 
handicapped labor mar1:eet would decrease felt that more a.nd more 
industries would begin hiring the handicapped. 
As there is a definite upward trend in the market of phy-
sically handicapped worl{ers, the third question directed to em-
ployers was concerned with the implications for industry if the 
market of the handicapped was increasing. Most employers said 
that industry would have to absorb these '\'rorkers, as did the 
personnel in rehabilitation agencies, but no comments were made 
as to the effect this would have on the companies. It is sur-
prising that this statement was made, especially by i nterviewees 
of those companies not now employing the handicapped. This 
means that these employers either will hire the disabled, or ex-
pect those firms already employing the handicapped to absorb the 
increase. 
EmPloyers' Knowledge Of, and Results of Associations v'li th, 
Community Rehabilitation a.nd Placement Agencies: Because of 
the many vocational rehabilitation agencies in the Boston area., 
the authors decided to determine if employers have hhd any ass-
ociations with such organizations, and if so, to find the re-
sults of that association. 
The first of a set of questions asked of all employers was 
concerned with whether or not they were familiar with any rehab-
ilitation and placement organizations within their community. 
The results of the question (Table 15) show that approximately 
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one half of the employers who presently hire some disabled work-
ers, ha.d no knowledge of any such community organizations. The 
same fact was found true in over 70 per cent of the companies 
not employing any physically handicapped ,,rorkers. Of the employ-
ers who do now employ some disabled workers, and who answered 
"yes 11 to the question, nearly all could give the names of one 
or more rehabilitation agencies. The names given ran ged in fre-
quency from the State Department of Employment Security, the 
Veterans Administration, Liberty Mutual Insu~ance Company, to 
the Bay State Society for the Crippled and Handicapped. Employ-
ers of the group not employing any physically handicapped work-
ers named the State Department of Employment Security and the 
Veterans Administration, the former being the most frequent re-
sponse. 
Response 
No* 
Yes 
D.K. 
Table 15 
Do You Know of Any Rehabilitation and Placement 
Agencies in the Community? 
Do Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Large Jl.~e an 
Companies Companies % (N;61) (N;47) 
52.5 51.1 
47.5 48 .9 
51.9 
48 .1 
Don't Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N=l31) {N=34) 
72.5 bl.8 
25.2 29.4 
70.3 
26.1 
N . . A. 2.3 8. 8 3.6 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100:0 100.0 100.0 
* Sign if. Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Sma ll; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
A defin ite lack of in f ormation about these agencies on the 
part of local business is shown by the large per cent of ne ga-
tive answers to the initial question. This appears true even 
amon g companies that employ the physically handicapped. 
The employers who were familiar with rehabilitation and 
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placement agencies within the community, were next asked to ex-
plain any as sociation they ma.y have had with such an organiza-
tion. A significant difference is sho"~>m between companies em-
ploying some disabled people and having had contact with these 
a gencies, and those companies not employing the physically handi-
capped, but also having association with the agencies. That is, 
a larger per cent of the companies now employing impaired work-
ers have had business contacts with various rehabilitation agen-
cies, than did those industries not presently hiring the pnysic-
ally handicapped. 
The a s sociations reported between the various agencies and 
companies consisted chiefly of the agencies seeking placement 
for the hand icapped. Most responses indicated that such contact 
was no more than an occassional advertising bulletin or bro-
chure. There was one ca se reported, however, in \vhi ch a com-
pany requested aid from an agency when seeking physically handi-
capped employees. 
The f inal question in the set was concerned with whether 
or not employers had ever hired a disabled pe r son as a result 
of a.n as so ciation with a reha.bili tation a gency. The findings 
of this question (Table 16 ) show that, as was expected, very 
few companies did hire handicapped employees from such contacts. 
The companies that do not presently employ the disabled, but did 
at one time as a r esult of an association with a reha.bili tation 
agency, were two few to compute. Of the companies now· employing 
handicapped workers as a result of contacts with rehabilitation 
a gencies, all e xcept one s a id that the outcome had been very 
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successful, 1>1hich is gratifying. 
Table 16 
Have You Ever Hired a Physically Handica:oned Person 
as the Result of an Association 
Response 
D.K. 
N.A. 
1tli th a Rehabilitation Agen cy? 
Do Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
( N=61) (N=47) 
85.3 80.9 
9.8 14.9 
83.4 
12.0 
4.9 4.2 4.6 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
Don't Employ Handicanped 
% Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N=l31} ( N=34) 
73.2 73.6 
3.8 2.9 
.8 
22.2 
100.0 
73.4 
3.6 
*Signif. Diff. - PH Large vs NPH Large; PH Mean vs 
.6 
_g3.5 22.4 
100 .o 100 .o 
NPH Mean. 
Employers' Knowledge o f Other Gomnanies' Ex12..erience Vfi th 
Physically Handicapped Employees: To find out exactly what 
knowledge manufacturing organizations had re garding the perform-
ance of phys ically handicapped vmrk ers on the job in other com-
panies, employers were asked if they knew of other companies' 
exnerience with these workers. 
Response 
No·:;. --
Yes 
· N.A. 
Table 17 
Do You Know o f Other Companies' Experience 
Nith Physically Handicapped Employees? 
Do Empl2Y, Handicapped 
% Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(:N=61} (N=4Il 
73.8 83.0 
26.2 17.0 
77.8 
22.2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
Don't Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N=l31) (N=34) 
85.5 8'2.4 
13.7 14.7 
.8 2.9 ~1~0~0~.~0 100.0 
84.9 
13.9 
1.2 
100.0 
*Signif. Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; 
Most employers, including those whose firms hire some han-
dicapped reported no knowledge on t h e question. This may be due 
either to lack of interest or to the very small degree that any 
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information is exchanged between companie8. 
Of the employers who did know of other firms' experiences 
with the handicapped, only three gave unfavorable reports. Two 
of these three companies employ disabled workers, and all three 
answers were from employers of small firms. 
Because of the overwhelmingly number of employers respond-
in g that they had no knowledge on the question, there seems to 
be evidence o f very little common knowledge among business or-
ganizations r egarding any company's experience with the physic-
ally handicapped. 
Employers' Knowledge of Physically Hand ica.nped's Perform-
ance Rates: Comparable questions were asked of employers to as-
certain their knowledge re garding performance, such as turnover, 
accident rates, and absenteeism rates, of the physically handi-
capped workers compared with non-handicapped people on similar 
jobs. 
Those tha.t employ physically handicapped workers were asked 
if they had any knowledge regarding performance rates of the 
handicapped compared to those of non-disabled workers on similar 
jobs in their specific company. Those that d o not employ any 
handicapped workers were simply asked if they had any comparable 
know·ledge of the two groups. (See Table 18) • 
Nearly all representatives of comnanies that do not employ 
disabled workers had no knovfledge of comparable rates, while 
over two-thirds of comp:mies that do employ some disabled 1•rorkers 
did have this knowledge. The answers of the latter group indi-
cate that they feel the hand icapped's performance rates are the 
50. 
same, or better, than those of the normal employees. It should 
be noted also, that this group o f employers is speakin g from ex-
perience. 
The employers that do hire the disabled were next asked if 
they knew how the same rates compared in other companies. Half 
of these employers revealed no knowledge of other companies' 
rates, which a gain shows a lack of intra-company communication. 
The largest segment indicating lack of informa tion came from 
representatives of large companies. Of those that said they did 
have this kn owledge, only one emp loyer said that the rates for 
the physically disabled were inferior. All the others again 
responded that the rates of the handicapped were the same, if 
not better than, other employees. 
The respondents who answered "no" to the f irst question 
were then asked how they thought these performance rates of the 
two g roups o f employees mi ght compare. I'1ost of thos e that ans-
wered this question a.t all said that the physically handicapped 
would be the same as, if not better than, non-handicapped employ-
ees. A large percentage o f employers still answered "don't 
know", indicating t h ey would not even venture a guess. 
The personnel in rehabilita.tion a gencies believed that the 
majority of employers would h ave little knowledge of comparable 
performance rates between handicaDped and non-handicapped work-
ers either i n their own companies, or in other companies. On 
the other hand, all the personnel in these agen cies reported 
from their own experience that the handicapped vmrkers posses sed 
performance records equal to, and in mo st cases better than, 
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those of n on-h.9.ndicapped workers. 
Table 18 
Employers' Knov.rledge Re garding Performance Rates of 
Physica lly Handicapped Compared \H th Non-Handicapped 
Response Do Employ Handicapped Don't EmplQY_Handicapped 
% Small % Large Mean %Sma ll %Large Mean . 
No-l~ 
Yes, 
Yes, 
Yes, 
N.A. 
Other 
Compani e s Companies % Companies Companies % 
( N=61) ( N=4~) (N=l31) ( N=34) 
29.5 29. 29.6 85.5 79.4 84.2 
Better**l6.4 29.8 22.2 3.1 5.9 3.6 
Same*** 36.1 29.8 33.3 3.1 2.9 3.1 
'riorse"HHH~9. 8 5. 6 3.1 2. 9 3.1 
1.6 .9 3.7 8.9 4.8 
6.6 10.6 8.3 1.5 1. 2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 
* Si gnif. Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Sma ll; PH Large vs NPH Large; 
PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
~"*Si gn if. Diff. - PH Small vs NPH Small; PH La rge vs NPH Large; 
PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
1f-*i .. Signif. Diff. -PH Sm a ll vs NPH Sma ll; PH Large vs NPH Large; 
PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
****Si gnif. Diff. - PH Small vs PH Large. 
Responses included in the "other'' category were qulaifica-
tions of speci f ic performance rates such as absent e eism, etc., 
and ''yes'' ans1>J"ers not qualified. 
Attitudes of Non-Hand icapped Employees To\'lard Handicapped 
Co-1.'/orkers: Employers from both types of industrial organiza-
tions were asked their opinion concernin g the attitudes of non-
handicapped employees toward work in g with the handicapped. The 
question was directed at obtainin g the employers' knowledge of 
the feeling held by the non-disabled employees toward work ing 
with the disabled group (Table 19). 
Almost all employers who hire the physically handicapped 
responded that the other employees felt ''all right" or "O.K."; 
half of the employers who do not hire impaired persons re-
sponded similarly. 
In comparison with those that do hire them, a large per-
centage of employers with no disabled employees describe non-
disabled workers' attitudes toward this group as "all right'', 
provided the handicapped person performs his share of the work. 
This suggests that those not employing the handicapped do not 
know if he can equal the regular pace. Lack of contact or ob-
servation of these employees is the main reason for the pre-
vious statement. 
Employers not presently hiring the handicapped show a de-
cided lack of knowledge regarding the question, an awareness 
which is vital for those companies to employ the physically im-
paired in the future. 
Response 
Table 19 
How Do Non~Handicapped Employees Feel 
About Handicapped Co-Workers? 
Do Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
Don't Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
All Right~~ 
Sympathetic 
0 .K. If PH*"" 
(N=61) (N=4t2_ 
81.0 76. 
6.6 8.5 
2.1 
(N;l31) (N=34) 
51.9 41.2 
9.9 11.8 
4.6 8.8 
49.7 
10.3 
5.5 
Keeps Up 
Worl{ 
D • K· . ·:f- ·~~~~ 
N.A. 
Other 
*Sign if. 
*~'"Signif. 
~H~*Signif. 
3.3 
2·1 100.0 
Diff. - PH 
PH 
Diff. - PH 
Diff. 
-
PH 
8.5 5.6 20.6 20.6 20.6 
3.8 3.0 
4._2 6.5 9.2 17.6 10.9 
100.0 100.0 100 .o 100.0 100.0 
Small vs NPH Small; PH Large vs NPH Large; 
Mean vs NPH Mean . 
Small vs NPH Sma.ll; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
Small vs NPH Small; PH Mean vs NPH Mean. 
In the inte r vie vi/"S with personnel of rehabili ta.tion agencies, 
no two interviewees responded alike to this question. Their 
opinions of ho1v employers would answer the question ranged from 
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"well", d "o· K " an · ~ • , to "not too good", and, "recognized by em-
players as a personality problem". 
The responses from their own experience differed also. 
These ranged from "non-disabled employees don't mind 11 , "become 
adjusted to ha.ndicapped 11 , to, "find slight resistance", and, 
"tend to resist handicapped employees at first 11 • One respondent 
felt that non-disabled employees' attitudes greatly depended 
upon the amount of "conditioning" they received prior to a hand-
ica.pped person's commencing to work. 
These differences of opinions between employers and rehab-
ilitation personnel certainly point out a lack of knowledge 
about the interactions of the two social groups concerned, as 
well as poor channeling of information. 
Included in the "other" category of Table 19 were employ-
ers attitudes about -..v-hat they believed to be the non-disabled 
employees opinions of handi capped workers. Some of these were, 
"handi capped workers would represent a. threat to normal 1-.rorkers 1 
safety'', depends on attitude of handicapped employee, non-dis-
abled "mi ght not want them (hand ica.pped) around 11 , and "some 
don't mind, others do". 
PART IV: POLICIES OF EMPLOYERS TOWARD 
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED PEOPLE 
Policies Regarding the Employment of the Hand.icanped : 
iH though it was kn ovm near the beginnin g of the intervie"\'{ if a 
particular company employed the physically handicapped, repre-
sentatives of b oth types of firms were requested to state their 
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company's policies regarding the employment of the disabled per-
son, in order to determine employers' practices in this area. 
In the companies that employ handicapped workers, the ans-
wer most often given by employers revealed a "no restriction" 
policy if t he person could do the work. In the companies that 
do not employ t he physically i mpaired, employers again reported 
no set policy regarding the employment of the disabled group . 
It is also shown from the interviews with these employers 
that small companies not employing the handicapped would also 
be more reluctant to hire them than any of the other firms . 
Table 20 
Company Policies Regarding Employment 
of Physically Handicapped People 
Po licy Do Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
Don ' t Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Me an 
Companies Companies % 
(N=61) (N=47) lN::l31) (N-=34) 
No ~estrict.~50.8 59.6 54.6 
34.2 
29.8 17.7 27.2 
52.1 No Policy'* 37.7 29.8 48.9 64.8 
Won't Hire 
Any *~i-·:t- 3. 4 
Will Hire All 1.6 
D.K . 1.6 
N. A. 
Other 4.9 
100.0 
--~No -:te strict. -
-~~Sign if . Di ff. 
~HI-Signi:f. Dif:f. 
·lHr*Signi:f . Dif:f. 
2.1 2.8 12.2 
2.1 1.9 .8 
.9 1.5 
5 .3 
6.4 5.6 1.5 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
No restriction if person can 
quately. 
2 .9 
2.9 
8 .8 
2 .9 
100.0 
perform job 
10.2 
1.2 
1.2 
6.4 
1.7 
100.0 
ade-
- PH Small vs NPH Small; PH- Large vs IJPH L(lrge; 
PH -Mean vs NPH Mean. . 
- PH Large vs NPH Large; PH Mean vs NPH "f.l[ean. 
- NPH Small vs NPH Large; PH Mean vs NPH ~Jfean . 
"Other" answers in Table 20 included such qualifications 
of poll cie s as, 11 '\'lill hire if job openin g available", "depends 
on safety and economic conditions", "will hire whenever possi-
ble", and, ''will take healthy over handical)ped". 
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An interesting consideration comes from this table. Many 
ll of the employers of 
' impaired, responded 
striction in hirin g 
companies that do not employ the physically 
"no set po licy", or, that they have no re-
one of these workers provided he is capable 
,of doin g his job. Why is it then, that these compan ies do not 
employ any physically handicapped people. 
Job Training for the PhysicallY. Handicapped: Employers 
were asked two sets of comparable questions in order to deter-
mine the n ecessary program for incorporating the h andi capped 
worker into the v10rk force. 
Emp loyers that now hire some disabled employees were asked 
l if they had any special methods of orienting such a person to 
' 
jhis job (Table 21). Those that do not employ the handicapped 
1
were asked if they thought that phy sically impaired employees 
would require special training in addition to the normal train-
in g in order to perform their j obs adequately, {also Tab le 21). 
A great majority of employers that do hi r e the handic apped 
jstated that no additional special methods of training were used, 
while many of those not employing t h e disabled believed that 
these peop le would re quire special training . Re presenta tives 
of some of the larger companies that hire phys ically impai r ed 
people seemed to feel that some additional training may be need-
ed, as did many o f thos e emp l oyers not p resently hiring any h an -
dica.ooed workers. I ·- . 
. I Th e majo r ity of personnel in the r ehabilitation agencies 
felt tha t most emp loy ers would t h i nk that handicapped employees 
II 
1 would require special additional training . From their own 
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11 experience, however, these reh8.bili tation personnel generally 
II believed that physically handicapped, if they had had go od re-
II habilitation and proper 
1 
training than any o t her 
I 
pla cement, would nat require any more 
normal worker for any job. 
Table 21 
Do Handicapped ·workers Require Special .Additional Training 
In Order To Pe rfo rm Their Jobs Adequately? 
II 
Response 
No 
Yes 
Dependsi:· 
Depends·a·il-
11 D. K • 
N • A. • I Other 
I 
· ~•Depends 
~H~Depends 
Do Employ 
% Small 
Companies 
(N=61) 
90.2 
4.9 
1.6 
3.3 
Ha.ndlcauped 
% Large Mean 
Companies % 
( N=~l 
78.7 
14.9 
4.3 
2.1 
85.2 
9.3 
.9 
3.7 
.9 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
on type of job. 
Don't Employ Handicanped 
% Small % Large lVJ:ean 
Companies Companies % I 
(Nm l31) (N=3iL 
48.9 38.3 
24.4 23.5 
10.7 2.9 
6.1 
5.3 
3.8 
.8 
100:0 
17.7 
8 .8 
8 .8 
100.0 
46. 7j 
24.3 
9. 
4.8 
7.9: 
4.81 
2.~ 
100 .o
1 
on ability of handicapped person. 
II 
Included in the "other" category of Table 21 were resn, onses 
. . I 
I I from 
I such 
I hire 
employers not presently employing any handicapped 1.'lork ers 
as "maybe","in certain c a ses '', "some would ", and "wouldn't I 
the handi capped u11less already trained". 
II Most of the employers not employing any physicallJr dis-
11 abled 1vorkers , but responding that such workers would require 
II 
special trainin g , an swered the next question concerning what 
this special training would include, by saying, "This denends 
on the job". Other employe r s of this group stated that the 
trainin g would "depend on the handicap". The answers of the re-
il maining employers who hired no handicapped people, but believed 
1 that special training would be necessary, were e aually divided 
11 among "apprentice training", 11 individu.!3.l guidan ce", or 11 speci 9.l 
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II 
I 
supervision by the foreman or supervisor". 
By s a ying that the trainin g would depend on the j ob or the 
handicap, employers not pre Gently hiring the handic~pped r eveal 
1 their lack of complete knowledge of disabled work ers• abilities 
and limitations. These responses also failed to provide a com-
plete answer to the question. 
T;ypes of Jobs ;fandica pped Workers Perform: To fin d out the 
types of Jobs to which physically handica:tJped worker s h !:l ve been I 
assi,o:ned (Table 22), employers of comuanies presen tly emuloyin g 
some disabled 1..,rorkers were asJ.ced questions regarding the types 
of disabilities their employees have, and their respective jobs. 
Table 22 
----
Vlhat Types of Jobs Do Your Handicapped 1tlorkers Perform? 
Response 
Any Job 
Of fice, Clerical 
Menial 
Li ght \ ork 
Machine, Heavy Work 
Other"~~ 
N . A. 
Do EmPlo;y Handicapped 
~mall % Large 
ComPanies Companies 
( ~=61) (~=47) 
3.3 2.1 
6.6 8.6 
1.6 2.1 
31.1 38.3 
14.8 2.1 
13.1 25.5 
29.5 21.3 
100.0 100.0 
Mean 
% 
2.8 
7.4 
1.8 
34.3 
9.3 
18.5 
25.9 
100.0 
~<- O ther includes combinations of first four cate gories. · 
It is now evident that the specific types of handicaps 
should have been cross-tabulated with their respective types of 
work, but at the time this did not seem meaningful due to such 
a wide spread of answers. 
The list of handicaps revealed by employers is similar to 
the list of disabilities used previously in this study. However, 
\ where e mployers earlier stated tha~they_ would hire those certai 
l 
II 
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types of handicapped people for specific types o f jobs, it is 
now f ound that their a nswe rs were inconsistent with their pres-
ent practices . A pos s ible reason for this inconsistency is that 
the compan ies have found it more expedient to retain an employee 
on his job , where poss ible, even though he had received a dis -
ability. 
12.£ Handicapped Employees Require Preferential Treatment? 
By askin g employers of those companies that hire some physic-
ally handicapped employees if they found that such workers re-
quire preferential treatment as special allowan ces, etc., the 
interviewer hoped to discover and special treatment, if any, 
accorded handicapped employees by their employ ers. 
The emp loyers of almost all the companies interviewed 
agreed overwhelmingly that their handicapped workers do not re -
quire any preferential a llowances. Of the employers that dis-
a greed with this majority opinion, their ans•.-:ers indicated that 
the on ly special allowances given are those of helpin g the han-
dicapped worker to learn or perform his job more adequately. 
This see ms to be no more than what ordinarily should be done for 
handicapped employees, or any employees for that matter. 
Thus, the overall policies of most employers seem to be 
that handicapped employees are extended no more special allow-
ances than are non-disabled workers. 
In p;eneral , the personnel of the rehabilitation a gencies 
believed from their own experience that physically impaired 
vmrkers wou ld not require any preferential tre a tment at work. 
However, they did believe that most employers would feel just 
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1 the opposite if they had had no experience with the physically 
handicapped. 
Table 23 
Do Handicapped Employees Require Preferential Treatment? 
"Response 
No 
Yes 
No, but qualified 
Yes, but qualified 
D.K. 
Other'~t-
*Other included only one 
times no". 
Do Employ Handicapped 
%small % Large 
Companies Companies 
(N=61) (N447) 
88.5 7 .5 
4.9 6.1~ 
6.6 
---
4.3 
10.6 
2.1 
2.1 
100 .o 100 .o 
Mean 
% 
82.4 
5.6 
1.9 
8.3 
.9 
.9 
100.0 
answer, " ••. sometimes yes and some-
Extent of Job Engineering to Fit the Disability Qf ~ Handi-
capped Worker: Employers that do hire some physically ha.ndicapp-
ed workers were requested to relate their policies regarding the 
extent to which they tailor jobs to fit the disability of such 
workers. n the othe r hand, employers not presently employing 
any disabled work ers were asked to what extent such tailoring 
should be done. 
After comparing the answers of both types of companies, it 
was found that most employers a gree that job-tailoring is not 
at all necessary, or if it is, to only a moderate or slight e x -
tent. This same belief existed a.mong the personnel of the reha.-'· 
bilitation agencies. 
It should be noted that a grea.t difference of opinion 
i\ existed. bet\'l'een large and small companies that responded that 
a great deal of job modification should be done. This mi g~t be 
expla ined by the fact that large companies have more jobs, and 
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probably more sin gle operation jobs, than do the small c omp an-
ies, a lthou gh it .... :as not possible to check this assumption. 
Table 24 
Extent of Job Engineering to Fit Disability 
Don't Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Larg e IvJ:ean 
Do Emp];oy Handicapped 
% Small % La,rge Mean 
Extent 
Companies Companies % Companies Com-panies % 
( N=61) (N=47) 
Gre a t** 8.2 
Moderate 6.6 
Slight 8.2 
Not AT All***68.9 
Will, But/If:*4.9 
D. K. 1.6 
N. A. 1.6 
Other 
14.9 
4.3 
7 2 .3 
2.1 
2.1 
4.3 
( N=l31) (N=34) 
4.6 3.1 2.9 
10.2 10.7 14.7 
6.5 6.9 14.7 
70.4 40.5 29.4 
3.7 19. 8 11.9 
1.8 9. 8 14.7 
2 . 8 4.6 8.8 
- 4. 6 2.9 
100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 
*Will, but/if: Any conditional or quali fy i ng s tatement. 
·lHtSi gn if. Di f f. -PH Small vs PH La rge; 
3.0 
11.5 
8.5 
38.2 
18 .2 
10.9 
5.5 
4.2 
100.0 
*"A-*Si gnif. Diff. -PH Small vs NPH Small; PH Large vs NPH Large; 
PH Hean vs NPH Mean. 
Company Policies Regarding Follow-Up of Performance of Ha n I 
dicapped Workers: To determine company policies regarding fol-
low-up checks of performan ce of the physi cally handicapped, 
employers of these people were asked a set of t hree questions. 
The first of these was concerned with the kinds Of performance 
checks that are taken. 
The results of this question showed that over half of the 
companies interviewed took no special checks of the handicapped 
employees' performance. 
The se cond question was di rected at finding out if the 
I same checks taken of the handicapped's performance were also 
II 
11 taken of non-disabled employees. All employers but a very fe'tv 
said "ye s" to this question. A difficulty arises here in find-
j) ing exactly to what these 11yes 11 answers ,..rere directed . They 
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jl 
It 
I may have meant 11no checks 11 ,"regular checks", or "special per-
j formance checks", but it WAS not possible to find out which. 
The third question was concerned with whether or not the 
checks for both types of employees are compared. Answers show 
that only a fourth of the companies compare them. Again, it is 
imposBible to tell exactly which companies follow this method, 
but overall, a definite lack of information is shown by employ-
ers in regard to the capabilities of the physically handicapped 
compared with those of the non-disabled group. 
If' careful performance check s were taken of all employees, 
a.nd then the two groups were compared, company employers would 
1 have definite proof of the extent of the abilities of the phy-
IJ sically handicapped. 
II 
II 
In conclusion to this set of questions, it should be noted 
II 
that of the personnel in rehabili ta.tion agencies interviewed, 
almost all felt that few companies took any performance checks 
of either handicapped or non-disabled workers. 
Criteria for Selecting Physically Handicanped Employees: 
In determinin g the criteria used in selecting physically handi-
capped employees, a comparable s~t of questions was asked of 
represen tatives of both those companies employing some, and 
those compan ies not employing any, physically impaired workers. 
Of t ho s e companies employing the h a.nd icapped, the inter-
viewers were requested to explain the criteria used in select-
i ng those employees, while employers with no hand icapped people 
were asked what they thought the criteria should be. 
Employers of bath t ypes of companies agreed that the 
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I' 
capability of performing the job adequately was the main criter- 1 
, ion, with very little else being said. Although both those em-
1ployers hiring , and those not hiring, the handicapped agree on 
criteria , they obvious ly do not agree on the same practices. 
Table 25 
Criteria For Selecting Physically 
Criteria 
Capability 
I Appearance None 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other 
Do Emnloy Handic apped % Small % Large . Mean 
Companies Companie s % (N=61) LN•47) 
80 .3 87.2 
3.3 
9.8 
6.6 
100.0 
6.4 
2.1 
4.3 
100.0 
83:2 
1.8 
8.6 
.8 
5.6 
100.0 
Jl I ncluded in the "othe r " category 
Handicapped Employees 
Don't Em£l£I Handicapned j 
~mall % Large Me an
1 Companies Companies % 
(N=l31) (N= 34) 
84.7 82.4 
.8 
4.6 
6.8 
3.1 
100.0 
5.9 
8.8 
2.9 
100.0 
of Table 25 w·ere such 
E4:2 
.6 
4~8 1 
7.4 3.0, 
100.0 
responses as, "depends on intelligence'', "depends on personal-
I 1 ty" ''d e ·r~ends on handicap" 11 denends on type of business ", II , ·"' - , - . 
!,"depends on MOBILI'l'Y ", and, "depends on education. 
li 
II 
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CHAPTER VI 
II II CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
I Conclusions: One of the first questions asked of all in-
1 dustrial organizations interviewed was if they kne1v of any rea-
l sons why some employers would be very reluctant to hire phyo ic-
ll ally handicapped people . As shown in the follo,'ling table, a 
lgreat many employers , both those that do employ some handicapped II .. 
workers and those that do n ot, answered in the affirmative. 
Table 26 
II 
!I Response 
Are Some Employers Reluctant to Hire 
Physically Handicapped People? 
Do Employ Handicapped 
% Small % Large f.'Ie a.n 
II Yes 
Companies Companies % 
_{N=61) ( N=l!7) 
b:7.2 72-3 69.4 
30.6 
Don't Employ Handicapped % Small % Large Mean 
Companies Companies % 
(N=l3ll (N=34l 
58.1 61~7 
II No ID.K. 
32.8 27.7 
100.0 100 .0 100.0 
39~7 38.3 
2.2 
100.0 100.0 
39.4 
1.8 
100.0 
. I 
One might expect that more employers who had had lit tle or 
I no experience with the handica.pped would express reasons for 
others being re luc tant to hire such people. However , the op-
posite was found true, with the large companies presently em-
ploying some handicapped holding the highest percenta.ge of af-
firmative responses • 
Representative s of both sizes and types of companies agree 
1 that the largest reason g iven for not employing the physically II 
impaired is that such workers are incapable of performing their 
·i jobs adequately. The next largest number of responses given 
I 
I 
t lndlcated that the physically handicapped cause higher insurance 
rates. Oddly enough, it was mostly those employers presently 
employi11 g some physically impaired \'forkers that gave this rea-
son. 
1-1ost of the remainin g responses of employers with no handi-
capped \'lorkers in their companies included, "concern for the 
safety o f the physically handicapped", and, "disabled workers 
cannot adequately perform the type of work in which the company 
is engaged". 
It must be remembered that these responses were made in 
terms of "other" employers' reluctance to h i re the physically 
handicapped. However, these responses to the question become 
more meaningful when we find that over 44% of representatives 
of companies employing some handicapped agree with their rea-
sons, while nearly 70% of employers with no disabled workers 
also a gree with their responses. 
ifuy these responses now become so meanin gful is because 
of the inconsistencies of the employers' answers to succeeding 
quest i ons regarding their attitudes, knowledge, and policies 
concerning the physically handicapped . These inconsistencies 
are obvious, as the reader has found, throughout the results 
of this study in the previous Chapter. 
One of the outstanding conclusions drawn from the results, 
and also pointing out inconsistent ans\'lers, is that of the 
tremendous lack of knowledge about what the physically impaired 
can do, and are doing, in industry today. This l ack of know-
ledge was found especially true of employers with no handi-
capped workers in their organizations. 
The companies ap;reein g that the physically handica pped 
- -
cannot do t heir work adequately, also a gree that the quality 
and quan tity of their work is as good as, if not better than, 
their able-bodied competitors. Also , when asked if they had 
any knowledge of other companies' e xperience with the handi-
capped , a ma jority of employers answered "no" for the most part. 
Continuing through the results, many such inconsistencies 
in the answers for various questions become apnarent. ~met 
they r e ally point out, however, is the many misconceptions that 
so many company employers have about the ability of physically 
handicapped workers. !liTany employers admit lit t le knowledg e 
about the subject, but of t h ose not employing any physically 
impaired and claiming knowledge, their responses too often do 
not agree with those of employers havin g experience with handi -
capped workers. 
The attitudes of unions, another important factor in the 
hiring of the handicapped, was unknown by too many employers. 
Maybe the unions have never expressed their sentiments as t hey 
may fear management would use them as a bargaining n o int, but 
those companies that do have unions should have some idea. o ·f 
how unions feel, at least on a national basis. 
Thus, it becomes obvious there is much work to do, and 
much can be done, in further educating Boston industrialists 
about the capabilities and employability of the physically han-
dicapped. 
Of course, a great deal of this education is expected to 
come from those agencies devoted to rehabilitation an d placement 
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of the physically handicapped. Howeve r, the study revealed some 
surprisin g , if not shockin g , results regarding this possible 
source, where a good part of the problem could conceivably be 
solved, the rehabilitation and job placement organizations. 
Our find i ngs indicated that i n many cases, these agencies 
could not agree among the mse lves ho w most e mployers , experienc-
ed wi th the handicapped or otherwise, would reply to specific 
quest ions, especially those regarding employers' knowled ge. It 
was also found true that agen cies disagreed amon~ t h e mse lves in 
responses to many questions regarding their own knowled ge and 
predispositions, which seemingly should be much the same. An 
example of the latter wide spread of answers was found in the 
importan t question about what the agencies thoug~t would happen 
to the size of the physically handica.pped labor market over the 
next ten years. This problem is definitely of their concern, 
and if anyone should kn ow the answer it should be t hese agencie s. 
Nevertheless, their responses varied as greatly as those in a 
similar question a s ked of employers. 
Actually, what these findings are showing is that some 
r ehabilitation and p lacemen t a ge n cies admi t their real lack of 
lmowledge abou t the problem, the solution to which i s the pur-
pose of t heir establishment. They also admit tha.t they realize 
the areas in which too many emp loyers have little knowledge. 
The ques tion that arises is, what are t h ese agencies doing to 
overc ome these admitted problem areas. 
An other interest ing conclusion r e garding this industrial 
organi zation-rehabi litation agency relation ship is t he lack of 
knowledge that so many Baston businessmen have about these agen - 1 
cies. The life-blood of these agencies is in the placing of 
I 
1 disabled wor):eers , and if industry does not know of such organ-
' izations, then one begins to wonder just what placement s are 
II being made, and where. The p lacement of a physically ha.ndica.p- 1 
ped worl~er is re cognized as difficult, especially the initial 
one in any business organization. Certainly a placement agency 
does not expect to saturate one company with disabled workers, '\ 
and then expect others to come to them lookin g for such people . 
RECOiviMENDA.TIONS 
Recommendations for Future Studies : Because this study is the 
initial one of its type in the Boston area, it is believed by 
the writers that its value is more as a pilot study than as an 
intensive analysis of the problem. It is further thought that 
I 
this study will help to point out just what draw-backs were 
: encountered, and wha.t areas need further developmen t and analy-
sis. 
I n this section of the recommendations is a list of what 
' the authors believe to be the major questions that should be 
I studied by future surveys to discover more intensively just 
jl 
what the attitudes , knowledge , and policies of Boston industrial 
I 
1
1 employers are regarding the em~loyment of the physically handi-
capped: 
I 
A. Determine exactly what happened to the physica.lly han- , 
1
1 dicapped employees that were , but are not now , employed by 
thirty-two Boston manufacturing orga~izations sam~led in this 
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study. 
B. Determine how these thirty-two compan ies who at ·one 
time empl ~yed some handicapped workers answered the questions 
in this study. This will allow persons i nvolved in the problem 
to f ind whether or not the responses of these companies chan ged 
or "colored" the overall percentage of ansv1ers for compan ies not 
employin g any handicapped workers. 
c. I nterview the large companies presently employing some 
handicapped workers, and dete rmin e why s ome of these companies 
believe tha t t heir disabled workers perform ''not as good" as the 
non-handicapped employees. 
D. lVIake up a data sheet on the res earch comple ted on os-
teomyelitis, and then interview industrial employers and i ndus-
t r ia.l physicians to learn if they are as i nformed about this 
disease as they should be. 
E. Prepare and maintain a follow-up study on those e mploy-
ing the phys ically handicapped a.s the result of an association 
with a rehab ilitation and place~ent agency. Case studies of 
such companies ' experience may be made available to anyone inter-
ested in the employability of the physically handicapped. 
F. Re-interview those comp e. nies' employers who have sho\m 
preference for disabled vete rans to determine if such employers 
prefer a. service disability or a veteran, no matter where and 
how the disability was received. 
G. Check interviewees on such questions as , "How do you 
think non-handicapped employees feel about workin g a long with 
the handicapped, 11 to learn if t hey have direct lmo wled e, or if 
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I they are giving negative responses because of prejudices, or 
preconceived impressions, about the physically handicapped . 
jl H. Discover how companies arrange their workman's compen-
, sation, i.e., by telephone, through a broker, through an insur-
II ance company salesman, etc., to find if this in any way influ-
enced responses to questions regarding insurance rates. 
I. Run cross-tabulations on all questions of two or more 
! parts to ascertain how each employer answered each specific 
I part. This wi ll allo1-v for a more clear picture of how each 
complete question was answ·ered, and therefore, allo':ling for a 
I more complete analysis. 
I 
Recommendations for Rehabilitation and Placement Agencies: 
j: As shown in the corJclusions, the major factor that has been de-
' 
1 monstrated by this study is the lack of kno v1ledge many indus-
·, trial manufacturers have of not only the physically handica.pped, 
II 
but a lso the agencies that rehabilitate and p l ace the physically 
handicapped. It is believed that this study will be of some 
11 help i n setting up a program for the agencies that will allow 
1them a clear line of communications between themselves and the 
I 
various industl~ial organizations. 
As the results of this study indicated, many times the 
I personnel of the agencies intervie1•red disagreed with each other 
I' on answers to specif ic questions . Such an occurrence would not 
I 
' b e expected if these agencies had shared mutual kno1..rled ge and 
experience vd th each other • . A suggestion that might eliminate 
such a he.ppe11ing in the future would be to develop and establish 
an int~r-agency committee in which meetings could be arranged 
p 
I 
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' between the various rehabilitation and ulacement agencies so 
'I that an exchange of ideas, experience, and knowledge would be 
I 
1 possible. 
r 
pr0gram shou ld also be cooperatively cet up by the re- I 
habili ta.tion and ulacement a.a,encies to educate Boston industriall I . c 
11 
ists r egarding the main purposes of these agencies . This pro- j 
I 
II 
gram mi ght be followed-up by a fact sheet or booklet containing 1 
essential data concerning the physically handicapped compa red 
with non-handicapped workers. Also included i n this fact sheet 
can be incorporated into the company without altering any pre-
,• 
• sent company policies or engineering any jobs to fit the dis-
ability o f the handica.pped person. 
Ano ther important phas e of such a program would be the in-
elusion in the booklet of case studies of physically disabled 
' 
1 \'mrk ers in Boston industries. These case studies might also be I 
1
, dramatized on radio and television, dependin g on the amount of 
funds availabl e. 
On e source that might be an aid in helpin g the he.ndicapped 
find employment is that of the various unions within the indus-
' trial organizations. Because the employability of the phys ic-
11 ally handicapped could conceivably be used by either managemen t 
II 
I 
l 
or unions as a bargaining point, the agencies might be ready to 
act as a neutral party . By explaining to both opposing parties 
the capabilities of the physically disabled, the agencies could 
brin g about a reconcilia~~~n~ th~s ~~~~ding the bargaining 
I --
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! table, and at t~e - sa~ne time could be communication their "~ t o ~~ ~~~ 
1 to the very sources thBt determine whether or not the handi-
' 
,I capped may be hired. 
11 If rehabilitation and placement agencies are to have a 
I 
; workable a n d successful program for placing the physically 
I 
!handicapped into Boston industrial manufacturin g organizations, 
it should include the following six points: 
A. Because most of the compan ies interviewed have no de-
I I finite or set policy regarding the employment o f the physically 
!' handicapped, the a.gencies must induce company employers to e s-
tablish one. This could be done by showing these busine ssmen 
II 
what the h andicapped can do, and e re capable of doin g , -possibly 
l through a speakers bureau set up by the su ge:ested inter-ag ency 
c ommittee, or through the fact sheet or booklet previously 
suggested also. 
B. Study the type o f work that the ma jority of Boston 
indust r ies are e ngaged in, and determine the j ob requirements 
1; necessary to fill those jobs. 
c. Have each phy sically impa ired p erson that is ready for i 
,I placement undergo a complete physical examination in order to 
~I determine 
I 
his physical c:::~pabilities. 
D. Upon completion of the phys ical e xamination, the h an-
1 dicapped person ' s records should be checked to determine his 
,• previous job experien ce, and. esp ecially that which might be 
,I 
,I 
I 
useful re gardless of the type of dis9bili ty he has. 
E. I Compare t h ese two examinations with t he jobs, and thei n 
requirements, that mi ght be available, so tha t a. p l ac ement 
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I 
I' 
,, 
!satisfactory to a l l will be made. The best part of a satis-
1factory placement is that it may open the door to other p lace-
1, ments. 
I F. Each placement should be rep;ularly checked by the agen- 11 
'I cy so that a hand icapped 1 s work progr ess vJil l be known. In this 
I way , problems that may arise can possibly be arres ted before any ,~ 
II 
I, 
·I 
1 damage occurs. Job satisfaction is important to both the com-
, "Pany and the employee, and workers not properly placed wi ll 
II most likely affect the successful placement of other handicapped! 
people. I 
1! Successful placement programs will not only give to the 1 
~: community a new self-sustaining, self-respecting, and productive:! 
:1 citizen, but also will show the businessman that, "hiring the ' 
I 
I handicapped is good business 11 • 
I 
II 
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-APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
OBJECTIVJ<:S : 
Study of Employability of Physically Handicapped 
I. To determine the attitudes of employers tOi>Tard physic-
ally handicapped people : 
A. attitudes concerning the ability of physically 
handicapped people to produce adequately, quant -
itatively and qualitatively. 
B. attitudes concerning the ef :e·ect of physically 
handicapped workers on other workers insofar as 
morale and productivitJ are concerned. 
c. attitudes regarding the source of the handicap 
in relation to employment of physically handi-
capped people, i.e., does it make a difference 
whether the impaired person was disabled in an 
industrial accident, in mill tary service, etc., 
insofar as his employment potential is concerned? 
D. effect of outside related influences such as 
unions or insurance companies on attitudes to-
ward employment of physically handicapped. 
E. attitudes of employers toward legislation re -
quiring the employment of the physically handi-
capped. 
F. attitudes related to the kinds of physical dis-
abilitie s the job applicants have, and their 
effects on employability. 
G. attitudes related to the physically handicapped 
as an added business risk, i.e., higher insurance 
rates, medical expenses, etc. 
H. attitudes concen1ing the phJsically handicapped 
as fellow citizens, i.e., are physically handi-
capped stereotype, sensitive , "touchy ", in need 
of sympathy, etc.? 
II. To determine the knowledge of employers toward physic-
ally handicapped people: 
A. employers' knowledge concernin g the types of jobs 
the physically impaired person can adequately 
perform. 
B. employers' knowledge of, and attitudes toward, 
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possible implications for industry if the phy-
sically handicapped labor market continues grow-
ing. 
C. employers ' knowledge of rehabilitation programs 
in his community, and the effe ctiveness of such 
programs in training the physically handicapped 
to perform given tasks , i.e., have rehabilitation 
and job placement agencies contac ted employers 
regarding the hiring of physically handicapped 
people , and if so , what have been the results'? 
D. employers ' knowledge regarding performance of 
physically impaired workers in other companies. 
E . employers' knowledge regarding turnover, absen-
teeism, accident rates, etc., of physically im-
paired pe rsons compared with non-disabled per-
sons on simi l a r jobs in various indust rie s . 
F. employers ' knowl edge of what unimpaired workers 
think about handicapped workers. 
III. To determine the policies of employers in dealing with 
physically handicapped people: 
A. company policies regarding employment of physic-
ally impaired workers . 
B. existent progra.rns for incorporating the physic-
ally handicapped worker into the work force. 
C. types of work assigned to physically handicapped 
employees. 
D. treatment accorded physically handicapped work-
ers, i . e., special allowances , pampering , etc. 
E. extent of job engineering , i . e., t a iloring the 
job to fit the handicapped person !s disability . 
F . extent of follow-up policy after ~lacement , i.e., 
what performance che cks are taken~ and how do 
they compare with those of unimpaired workers? 
G. special precautions taken to insure "right " 
selection of handicapped people , i . e ., what are 
t h e criteria of selection? 
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APPENDIX B 
List of 1-l:anufacturing Organizations in Boston, MaBsachusetts 
Selected for Sample in Study of Employability of 
Physically Handicapped People 
1. A-1 Beverage Company, Inc., 1241 Columbus Avenue, 
Roxbury. 
2. Abin gton Shoe Company, Inc., 5 Watson Street. 
3. Acme Bias Binding Company, 77 Bedford Street. 
4. Adrienne Handbags, Inc., 24 Lincoln Street. 
5. Advanced Marine Products Corp., 211 Northern Avenue. 
6. Air Reduction Sales Co., Division of Air Reduction, 
Inc., 122 Mount Vernon Street, Dorchester. 
7. Albert Sportswear Company, 132 Hanover Street. 
8. Allen Brothers Corp., 17 Cornhill Street. 
9. Allis-Chalmers, 1344- Hyde Park Avenue, Hyde Par k. 
10. Almont Manufacturing Company, Inc., 36 vmittier Street, 
Roxbury. 
11. American Bank Note Company, 150 Caueeway Street. 
12. American Cellophane & Plastic Films Corp., 32 South 
Market Street. 
13. American Paper Box Company, Inc., 200 High Street. 
14. American Kosher Products Company, 1188 Blue Hill Avenue. 
15. American Re g ister Company, 564 East First Street. 
16. Amoco Fireworks Corp., 7 Water Street. 
17. Andrews & Goodrich, Inc., 336 Adams Street, Dorchester. 
18. Applied Mechanics Company, 167 Oliver Street. 
19. Aro Manufacturing Company, Inc., lo89 Commonwealth 
Avenue. 
20. Atco-Flex Inner Sole Company, 55 Amory Street, Rox-
bury. 
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21. Ateenate Inc., 15 Chardon Street. 
22. Atlantic Monthly Company, 8 Arlington Street. 
23. Atlas Garment Company, Inc., 2150 Washin gton Street. 
24. Avalon Metal Products Company, 515 Sprague Street, 
Hyde Park. 
25. Back Bay Electrotype & Engraving Company, 172 Colum-
bus Avenue. 
26. Baird, Richard Company, Inc., 1117 Commonwealth Avenue . 
27. Bancroft Shoe Manufacturin g Company, 253 A Stree t. 
28. Bardahl Lubricants, Inc., 1628 Hyde Park Avenue, Hyde 
Park. 
29. Baron-Peters Company, Inc., 786 Washington Street. 
30 . Barron Anderson Company, 745 Atlantic Avenue. 
31. Bauer, Ado lph, Inc., 81 Vlashington Street. 
32. Bay State Canvas Products, Inc., 63 Rutherford Street, 
Charlestown. 
33. Beacon Electric Manufacturing Company, 332 Congress St~o 
3l~. Beacon-Ii.forr i s Corp., 60 Brainerd Road, Allston. 
35. Bedford Sportswear Company, 35 Kingston Street. 
36. Bemis Brothers Bag Company, 40 Central Street. 
37. Bentley of Boston, Inc., 15 Kneela11d Street . 
38. Berger, C.L. & Sons, Inc., 37 Williams Street, Roxbu1~ . 
39. Berman, Robert, & Company, Inc., 72 Lincoln Street. 
40. Berry, William B., Company, 117 ~auseway Street. 
41. Bieknell & Fuller Paper Box Company, 50 Chardon Street . 
42. Binga.y, vVilliam T., & Son, Inc., 101 Bristol Street. 
43. Blank, Arthur , & Company, Inc., 38 Causeway Street. 
44 . Bolita Ballets, Inc., 34 Farnsworth Street . 
45. Boston Beer Company, 249 West Second Street . 
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46. Boston Bonnie Fisheries, 295 Nothern Avenue. 
47. Boston Booth & Chair Company , 27 Sudbury Street. 
48. Boston & Lockport Block Company , 100 Condor Street. 
49. Boston Made Pants & Knicker Company, 460 Harrison Ave . 
50. Boston Nickel Plating Company , Inc., 160 Portland St. 
51. Boston Puritan Company, 456 Tremont Street. 
52. Boston Showcase Company, 1300 Tremont Street. 
53. Briggs, C.A., Company, 19 Brooks Street, Brighton. 
54. Brink, C.I., Inc., 147 vleet Fourth Street. 
55. Boston Marine Works , Inc., 33 Summer Street. 
56. Brunswick Manufacturing Company, Inc., 61 Hampshire 
Street, Roxbury. 
57. Buck Printing Company, 145 Ipswich Street. 
58. Burlen, Robert, & Son, 301 Congress Street. 
59. Burns Cut Sole Company, Inc., 332 Summer Street. 
60. Calco Steel Products Company, 23 New England venue, 
Dorchester. 
61. Capitol Engraving Company, Inc., 286 Congress Street. 
62. Carl-Morris Manufacturin g , Inc., 149 Staniford Street. 
63. Catalog Printing Company, 368 Con gress Street. 
64. Celect Baking Company, Inc., 18 Vineland Street. 
65. Century Sportswear Company, Inc., 20 Boylston Street • 
. 
66. Chadwick Baking Company, 206 Ruggles Street, Roxbury. 
,... 
67. Chase, H. & L., 267 Atlantic Avenue. 
68. Chase Manufacturing Company, 101 Albany Street. 
69. Claflin, C.A., Company, 15 Hathaway Street. 
70. Clark Sportswear, Inc., 27 Albany Street . 
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71. Coca-Cola Bottling Company, 400 Soldiers Field noad . 
72. Godman & Shurtleff , Inc., 104 Brookline .Avunue. 
73. Colette Dress Company, 655 Atlantic Avenue. 
74. Colourpicture Publishing Company, 390 Newbury Street. 
75. Compressed Steel Shafting Company, 1587 Hyde Park Ave-
nue, Hyde Parle. 
76. Consolidated Machine Corp., 39 Sudbury Street. 
77. Cooper~tive Machine Company, 3380 Washington Street, 
Jamaica Plain. 
78. Continental Baking ~ompany, 65 East Cottage Street, 
Dorchester. 
79. Cottage Products, Inc., 10 Roland Street , Charle stown . 
80 . Crown Upholstering Company 179 Portland Street. 
81. Curry, Frank B., Company, 560 Harrison Avenue. 
82. Daboll Nove lty Manufacturing Company, Inc., 2078 Wash-
ington Street. 
83. Daniele Printing Company, 77 Wash1ngton Street. 
84. Dave-Arlene Millinery Company, 78 Chauncy Street . 
85. Deconto, Ralph A., Company , Inc., 62 Summer Street. 
86 . Dee-Philip, Inc., 9 Sherman Street . 
87. Dimond-Union Stamp Works, 81 Washington Street. 
88. Dionisi Baking Company, 113 Everett Street. 
89. Doelcam Corp., 1400 Soldiers Field Road. 
90. Donna Lee Sportswear Company, Inc., 31 Beach Street. 
91. Donnelley Electric and Manufacturing Company, .3050 
Washington Street. 
92. Downs Brothers, 9 Beach Street. 
93. Dubrow- Zieff, Inc., 655 Atlantic Avenue . 
94. Duncan, vVilliam, Company, 156 Liverpoo l Street. 
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95. Dwinell-\1/right Company, 68 Fargo Street. 
96. Eagle Upholstering Company, Inc., 203 Portland Street . 
97. Eastern Fixture Company, Inc., 170 Vernon Street . 
98. Eastern Smelting and Refining Corp., 109 West Brook-
line Street . 
99. Elaine Sportswear, Inc., 324 Harrison Avenue. 
100. Electronic Control Division, 570 East First Street. 
101. Electronic Prototypes, Inc., 285 Columbus Avenue . 
102. Entin Dress, Inc., 35 Kneeland Street . 
103. Everett Print , Inc., 77 Washington Street. 
104. Fandel Press, Inc., 59 ~lTcBride Street, Jamaica Plain. 
105. Fa.-vori te Overall Company , Inc., 77 Bedford Street. 
106. Fe lton & Son, Inc., 516-536 East Second Street. 
107. Fenwood Bakery, Inc., 212 Ruggles Street , Roxbury . 
108. Finan cial Publishin g Company, 82 Brookline Avenue . 
109. Fine Column and Iron Works , 107 Morris Street. 
110. Fitzgerald Engraving Company, 655 At lantic Avenue . 
111. Ford Manufacturing Company, Inc., 13 Harvard Street . 
112. Forester Ma.nufa.cturing Company, Inc., 88 Kingston St . 
113. Forman and Gumner Company, Inc., 75 Kneeland Street. 
114. Freedberg, Arthur H., Company, 40 Harrison Avenue . 
115. Gainey ' s Construction Newsletter, Inc., 89 State Street . 
116. General Apparel, Inc., 560 Harrison Avenue . 
117. General Envelope Company, 25 South Street . 
118. General R.F. Fittings Company, Inc. , 702 Beacon Street . 
119. Gentle's Baking Company, 35 Mildred Avenue, Mattapan . 
120. Gilmore, F .F., & Company, Inc., 725 Boylston Street. 
121. Gilson, F.H., Company, 40 Winchester Street. 
122. Globe Tool and Gauge Tiorks, 575 Albany Street. 
123. Gloriform Lingerie , 95 South Street . 
124. Goodyear Manufacturing Company, 87 Albany Street. 
125. Gordon, Ellis, & Sons, 195-205 .A Street . 
126. Graham Manufacturin g Company, 615 Albany Street. 
127, Greenberg, Morris, 15 Kneeland Street. 
128. Greenspoon, Max, Manufacturing Company, 57 Kneeland St. 
129. Gurwitz Embroidery, 630 Washington Street . 
130. Haffenreffer and Company, Inc., 30 Germa:nia Street , 
Jamaica Plain. 
131. Halliday Lithograph Company, 166 Terrace Street , Rox-
bury. 
132. Hancock Shoe Corp., 33 Farnsworth Street . 
133. Harrison Leather Goods Corp., 660 ashin gton Street. 
131!. Harvard Engraving Company, 79 Essex Street . 
135. Harvard Folding Box Company, 63 Atlantic Avenue. 
1 36 . Hazelton Manufacturin g Company, 81 Kemble Street , Rox-
bury. 
137. Hearst Corporation, 5 Winthrop Square. 
138. Henriette Shoe Company, 10 V7illia.ms Street, Roxbury. 
139. Hi ggins Reproductions, Inc., 24 Lincoln Street, Roxbury. 
140. Hoffman, M. & Company, 51 Ch ardon Street . 
141. Holsberg & Lasoff, I nc ., 116 Harrison Avenue . 
142. Hood, H. P . & Sons , Inc., 500 Rutherfora Avenue . 
143. Howard, A.T., Company, 10 Blandford Street. 
144 . Hoyt, George T., Company, 549 Rutherford Avenue, Char-
les t01.ffi . 
145. Hub Folding Box Company, 16 Binford Street . 
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146. Hub Steel and Iron Works, Inc., 1660 Hyde Park Avenue , 
Hyde Park. 
147. Ideal Mattress Co rp ., 5 Lancas ter Street. 
148 . International Manufacturing Company , 2512 liashington 
Street , Roxbury. 
149. International Tube Mi lls & Meta l \'lorks, I nc . , 80 Free-
port Street, Do rchester. 
150. Jaques, George H., Inc ., 145 High Street . 
151. Jay TJJ:anufacturin g Company, Inc., 33 Simmins Street . 
152. J ean - Alan Products Company , 160 North 1'lashington Street . 
153. Jim Did It Sign Company , 39 Brighton Avenue , Allston. 
154. Jo-Lee Sportswear, Inc., 19 Stuart Street. 
155. Karnig Manu f a ctu ring Company , 81 Washington Street . 
156. Kavanagh ' s , Mrs. , English Muffins, 1861 Dorchester Ave-
nue, Dorchester . 
157. Kenmar Sportswear Company, 35 Kingston Street . 
158 . Kinney Manufacturin g Company, 3529 \1/ashi ngton Street, 
J amaica Plain. 
159. Kramer-Rosenberg & Krame r, Inc., 81 Essex Street . 
160. Kun kel, Frank & Son, Inc., 18 Wolcott Street , Hyde Park. 
161 . Lamps, Inc., 885 Washington Street. 
162. La Touraine Coffee Company, 291 Atlanti c Avenue . 
163. Lee Produc t s Company, 544 Main Street, Charlestown . 
164. Lenk Manufacturing Company , 36 Cummington Street . 
165. Lincoln Manufactur in g Company, Inc., 183 Essex Street . 
166. Linda Sportswear Company, 85 Essex Street. 
167 . Lipson, Wi lliam, Company, 116 Harr ison Avenue. 
168 . Litco Off set Corp., 38 Athens Street . 
169 . Little, Brown & Company, 34 Beacon Street. 
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170. Loomis Wadding Company, Inc., 1560 River Street, Hyde 
Park. 
171. Lynn Umbrella Manufacturing Company, 65 Bedford Street. 
172. Malden Mop and Brush Company, Inc., 7-27 South Eden 
Street, Charlestown. 
173. I-!anhattan Sportswear Company, Inc., 94 Essex Street. 
174. Marston , L~, Company, 226 Ruggles Street, Roxbury. 
175. Malcolm , Kenneth, Company, 11 Leon Street. 
--176. Massachusetts Machine Shop, Inc., 817 Albany Street. 
177. Masury Young Company, 76 Roland Street, Charlestown. 
178. Mayflower Creamery, Inc., 76-82 Midway Street. 
179. Mc Culloch Manufacturing Company, 200 Old Colony Avenue . 
180. McLaurin, Inc., 19 Fayette Street . 
181. Meisel Press Manufactur ing Company, 942 Dorchester Ave -
nue, Dorchester. 
182. 1.1feldan Company, Inc., 100 Business Street , Hyde Park, 
183. Metalcraft , E.H ., Company 2~ Porter Street, Jamaica Plain. 
184. Middleby, Joseph, Jr., Inc., 337 Summer Street. 
185. Midwest Piping Company , Inc., 426 First Street . 
186. Miss Cinderella Sportswear Company, 33 Edinboro Street. 
187. Modern Die and Machi ne Company, 166 Pleasant Street , 
Dorche ster. 
188. Monarch Printing Company, 25 Arch Street. 
189. Moore and Kling, Inc., 51 Me lcher Street. 
190. Morse , Frank W., Company, 1300 Soldiers Field Road. 
191. Murfal Print, 394 Atlantic Avenue. 
192. Nalpak Manufacturing Company, 68 Chauncy Street . 
193. National Ballet Makers, Inc., 470 Atlantic Avenue . 
194. National Lead Company , 800 Albany Street . 
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195. National Packing Corp., 55-56 Commerica.l Wharf . 
196. National Pneumatic Company , Inc., & Holzer-Cabot Divi-
s ions, 125 .Amory Street. 
197. Neponse t Brass Foundry, Inc., 115 Boston Street , Dor-
chester. 
198. New England Coat Front Company , I nc ., 101 Albany Street . 
199. New England Partit ion and Fixture Company, Inc., 75 
Tyler Street . 
200. New England Rendering Company, Inc., 29 Abattoir Avenue, 
Brighton. 
201. New Style Hat Company , 1 5 Kingston Street. 
202. Northeastern Leather Sportswear Company , 23 Beach Street . 
203. Northeastern Plast ics, I nc ., 215 A Street. 
204. Offset Plate and Negative Company, I nc. , 32 Oliver St. 
205. Oppenheim Segel, Inc., 63 Franklin Street. 
206. Oxford Drapery Company, 205 A Street. 
207. I'age & Hall Manufacturing Company, I nc ., 1600 Hyde Park 
Avenue, Eyde Park . 
208. Parco , Inc., 17 Davenport Street, Roxbury. 
209. Pa.ulwin Sportswear Company, 119 Hanover Street . 
210. Pearl Bookbinding Company, Inc., 217 Friend Street. 
211. Personal Sportswear , Inc., 493 C Street. 
212. Personalized Printing Company, 470 Atlantic Avenue. 
213. Pilgrim Furniture Manufacturing Company , 16 Harcourt St. 
214. Pilgrim Sportsv:ear, Inc. , 105 Chauncy Street. 
215. Polk, R . L., & Company, 179 Lincoln Street . 
216. Pollak, Joseph, Corp., 79-85 Freeport Stree t, Dorchester. 
217. Powell, Verne Q., Flutes, Inc., 295 Huntington Avenue. 
218. Froman Manufacturing Company, Inc., 1140 \1/ashington 
Street. 
219. Prudence Foods, Inc., 188 State Street. 
220. Purity Sugar Cone and Con fect ionary Company, 41 Chelsea 
Street , Charlestown. 
221. R & N Manufacturing Company, Inc., 641 Atlantic .Avenue . 
222. R & S Machine Company, 801-811 Sixth Street. 
223. Register Publications , Inc., 99 Chauncy Street . 
224. Rex Paper Box Company, Inc., 38 St illings Street . 
225. Ri-Co Iron & Metal \'lorks , Inc., 903 Albany Street, Rox-
bury. 
226. Rivetz, A., Company, 100 Chauncy St reet . 
227 . Rosecrest Manufacturin g Company, 100 Summer Street . 
228. Rosen, George H., Shoe Manufacturing Company, Inc., 287 
Congress Street. 
229. Rosenfield Uniform Company, 36 Washington Street . 
230. Royal Cro'm of Boston, Inc., 39 Old Colony Avenue . 
231. Rudberg, C.S., Company, I nc ., 11 South Street. 
232. Rudy & Mann, Inc., 37 Leon Street. 
233 . S & S Sea Food Corp., 36 Fish Pier. 
234. Savarese , G. & Son, Inc., 386 Commeric a. l St reet . 
235. Scott Linotyping & Monotyping , Inc., 74 India Street. 
236. Shamroth's Product s , 251 Causeway Street. 
237. Shawmut Engineering Company, 195 Freeport Street , Dor-
chester. 
238. Shipmark Company, 89 Broad Street . 
239. Silverite Gutterman Company, 212 Summer Street. 
240. Simon Box Company, 253 A Street. 
241 . Slade , D. & L., Company , 189 State St r eet . 
242. Smith, Lawrence D., Company, 580 Fourth Street. 
243. Somerville Dressed Meat Company , 128 Nevrmarket Squa.re. 
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244. Standard Rivet Company, 69-71 A Street. 
245. Standa.rd Sheet Metal Products, 55 Sudbury Street . 
246. Star Printing Company, 40 Broad Street. 
247. Sta.te Coat Front Company, 90 vvareham Street . 
248. Stephens , Samue l & Wickersham Quoin , Company, 200 High 
Street. 
249. Stickney & Poor Spice Company, Spice Street , Charlestown. 
250. Strathmore Press, Inc., 9-21 Chardon Street. 
251. Sturtevant Division, Damon Street , Hyde Park. 
252. Suffolk Optical Company, 333 Washington Street. 
253. Sufix Shoe Manufacturing Company, 541 Shawmut Avenue . 
254. Swartz Manufacturing Company, 215 Washington Street, 
Dorchester. 
255. Sylvania Electronic Products, Inc., 70 Forsyth Street. 
256. Symmons Industries, Inc., 791 Tremont Street . 
257. Tate, E .H., Company, 251 Causeway Street. 
258. Te rry Products, Inc., 81 '\1/areham Street . 
259. Thorsen Steel Products, Inc., 45 L Street. 
260. Towne Crest Company, 77 Bedford Street. 
261. Trade Composition Company, Inc., 15 Hathaway Street . 
262. Trimount Clothing Company, Inc., 18 Station Street , 
Roxbury. 
263. Tri way T~a.nufacturing Company, Inc., 134 Green Street, 
Jamaica Plain. 
264 . Tuch Dress Co rp ., 170 Harrison Avenue. 
265 . Union Dress Manufacturing Company, 888 Wa s hington Street. 
266 . Unit ed Metal Products , I nc ., 2566 Washington Street , 
Roxbury. 
267. U.S. Automatic Box Machinery Company, Inc., 18 Arbore-
tum Road , Roslindale . 
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268. University Manufacturing Company, Inc. , 400 Northampton 
Street. 
269. Van 1'-! ooden, E., Company, 100 Magazine Street, Roxbury. 
270. Vega Company, Inc., 155 Columbus Avenue. 
271. Visco Machine and Toll Company, Inc., 231 Brighton Ave-
nue, Allston. 
272. Vose Swain Engraving Company, 530 Atlantic Avenue. 
273 . Waltham Oil Burner Company, Inc., 1214 Bennin gton Street . 
274. Warshauer & Franck, Inc., 75 Kneeland Street . 
275. Waxman , J . G., Company, Inc., 195 Dudley Street, Roxbury. 
276 . White Manufacturing Company, 56 Glenwood Avenue , Hyde 
Park. 
277 . Werner Cotton Products , 15 Leon Street. 
278. 1Vhite Creamery Company, Inc., 45 Cambridge Street , Char-
lestown. 
279. \Vhi te, Murray , Company, Inc ., 560 Harrison Avenue. 
280. Windram Manufacturing Company , 3 Dorchester Street . 
281. 1"/oodbury Press, Inc., 596 Atlantic Avenue. 
282. Yale Manufacturing Company, Inc., 94-106 Terrace Street, 
Roxbury . 
283. Zenith Oil Burner Company, 950 Old Colony Parkway, Dor-
chester. 
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APPENDIX B (con't.) 
Rehabilitation and/or Placement Agencies Interviewed in 
Study of Employability of Physically Handicapped 
Bay State Society for the Crippled and Handicapped, Inc. 
41 Mount Vernon Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Community Workshops, Inc. 
36 Washington Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Federal Veterans Administration 
Department of Special Procedures in Rehabilitation 
1 Beacon Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Department of Education 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 
17 Tremont Place 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission 
20 Tremont Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Massachusetts State Department of Employment Security 
881 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 
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APPENDIX C 
Copy of Questionnaires Used in Interviews 
''{1 th Manufacturing Organizations 
***************** 
Division of Research 
BOSTON UN I VERSITY 
Schoo l of Public Relations & Communications 
II 
1 92. 
1 I am from the Division of Research at Boston Univer- H 
II 
I li sity. I've are presently taking a survey of manufa cturers in Bos-
II 
ton concerning the employment of the Physically Handicapped. 
The name of your organization h 8.S been selected a s one of those 
whose opinions we would like t o have. 
~N~o~t~e~s~t~o~~n~t~e~~· v~i~e~wer: 1. Assure interviewee you are only in-
te~ested in his opinions, not in his name or that of 
his company. You may also assure him that at no time 
will his name or that of his company be published in 
connection with this s tudy, with the excepti on of list-
i ng the company name in the sample. 
2. Both Forms A and B appear in each 
questionnaire booklet. Use appropriate form. 
Form A - For companies presently employin g some phy-
sically handicapped people. 
Form B - For companies not presently employin g any 
physically handicapped people. 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
!I 
~ 
II 
I 
I 
:, 93. 
1. a) Have you ever had physically handicapped employees? 11 
b) (If yes) How many physically handicapped employees 
do you have now? 
c) 
2. a) 
b) 
3. a) 
(If yes) About how many had handicaps be fo re 
were hired, and about how many received their 
ments while in your emuloy? 
they 
impair-1 
- I 
In your opinion, is the source of a pereon's disa-
bility, for example, military, industrial, or con-
genital, etc., a determinin g factor in considering 
him for employment? 
Why do you feel this way? 
Jo you know of any reasons why some employers would 
I 
I 
I 
b) 
be re luctan t to hire physically handicaPped employee I? 
How do y ou feel about this? I 
In your opinion, how do you feel the quality of work l 
of handicapped worke rs compares with non-handicapped 
4. a) 
5. 
6. 
worl{ers on the a.v e rage? 
How do you think they compare with respect to amount of l 
production? 
How do you think handicapped employees ge t along with 
othe rs on the job? 
7. a) How do you think non-h8ndicapped emn loyees get a long 
with the handicapped on the job? 
b) ',1/hy do you think t h is is so? (Deleted) 
c) Do you feel that a hand icapped employee aff ects the 
productivity of other people in his work grou p? 
d) (If yes) How does he a ff ect it? 
e) (If yes) tlhy do you f eel this way? 
f ) (I f no) · vn1.y do you feel this way? 
8. We would like to f i nd out somethin g about speci f ic 
types of handicapped people. Ae suming the followin g 
types o , h"lndi c apped p eople \!'fere c anable, which would 
you employ, and on what type of job'? 
Amputees Deaf Para~legic 
Arrested T.B. Cardiac Other Paralyses 
Arthritic Cerebral Palsy Or thopedic ~eform . 
Blind Hem~plegic Other Deformities 
II 
I 
9. To what extent, if at all, do you th'Lnk economlc con-
slderations, such as i n surance costs, med lca l exp enses, 
etc., enter into the que stion of employability? 
10. 'ifuat do you feel are the attitudes of unions tovmrd the 
employment o f the handicapped? 
11. a) ':mat do you think is going t o happen to the size of 
the physically handica pped labor market over the 
next ten years? 
b) 1rvny do you think this is so? 
c) Sup pose i:t is increasin g . 1dhat are the implications 
for industry? 
12. a) Do you have any lmo\vledge o f othe r comnan ies' exper-
ience wi t h the handicapped? 
b) (I f yes) Te ll me about it ? 
* 
FORM A 
13. a) Do you have any knowle d ge regarding the perfo rmance, 
turnover, absenteeism, and accide 1 t rates of the 
handicapped as compa red with n8n-handicapped on sim-
ilar jobs in your company? 
b) How about in other companies? 
c) (I f no) How do you think these rates might compare? 
14. a) \fuat are the sources o f disabilities of the handi-
capped wo r k ers in your company? 
b) I f industrial, did handicap occur while i n your em-
ploy? 
c) ' 'V'hat types of disabilities do your hanil c apped work-
ers have? itfua t types of jobs do they perform? 
15. V~hat are your c ompany policies regardi n g the employment 
of t he handicapped? 
16. ·':·lhBt criteria do you use in the select ion precess o f 
y ;)Ur handicapped '.vorkers? 
17. a) Do you. h ave any spe c ial ways of b r eakin g- i n a han -
d icapped worker? 
b) (I f yes) \'Vnat are they? 
94. 
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18. To wha t extent do you tailor the job to :fit the disa-
bility of the handicapped employee? 
19. ~) vfu.at checl{s are taken of the ha.ndic~pued employee's 
performance? 
b ) Are the same chec LL s taken for non-disabled employees 
c) Are the chec~s for both types of employees compared? 
20. a) Have you found that t h e h~ndicauped require prefer-
e ntial treatment, such as special allowances, etc.? 
b) (I f yes) Vlhat are they? 
21. a) Do you happen to know of any organization within 
your community whose main objectives are to aid in 
the rehabilitation and placem ent of the physically 
handicapped? 
b) Have you ever had any bu siness with any such o r gan-
ization? 
c) (If yes) Tell me about it. 
d) Have you ever hired a handicapped p e rson as a result 
of an association with any sich organization? 
e) (If yes) Hovv did it work out? 
f ) ( I f n o ) 11fu.y ? 
* * * 
13 . a) Do you have any knowledge r e gardin g perf ormance, 
turnover, absentee 1 sm, and accident rates of physic-
a lly handicapped workers compared with non-handicapp d 
workers on similar jobs in other companies? 
b) (If no) How do you thin1{ these rat e s might compare? 
14. What are your policies regarding the employment of the 
physi c a lly h andicapped? 
15. ~~at criteria do you think should be used in selecting 
employees that are physically handicapped? 
16. a) Do you think that handicapped eml;)loyees would re-
quire special training in addition to normal t rainin , 
procedures in order t o perform their work adequately 
--- --=:""- -
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16. b) (If yes) What mi ght it be'? 
17. To wha t extent do you feel that a job should be tailor-
ed to fit the disability of a handic a pped employee? 
18. a) Do you happen to lmow of any organizations in your 
community whose main obJectives are to aid in the 
rehabilitation and job placement of the physically 
handicapped? 
b ')' Have you ever had any business with any such organ-
ization'? 
c) (If yes) Tell me about it. 
d) Have you ever hired a handicapped p e rson as a result 
of an association with any such organization? 
e) (If yes) How do you feel it worked out? 
f) ( If no ) 1dhy? 
* 
To be filled out by interviewer: 
Name of Company 
Address of Company 
Products Manufactured 
Number of Employees 
Position of Interview~ 
Name of Interviewer 
Do Employees Belong To 4 
Union 
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APPENDIX D 
Code Used for Questionnaire Responses in Study of the 
Employability of Physically Handicapped 
Cols. 1-3 Identification Number 
Col. 4 
Col. 5 
Col. 6 
Col. 7 
Products Manufactured 
1. Clothing, parts of clothing . 
2. Printing & Engraving {publishing, maps, etcJ 
3. Electrical- Electronic (parts or equip.) 
4. Food 
5. Industrial Machinery & Parts. 
6. Construction Materials (fire escapes, brick 
oil burners, etc.) 
7. Hou :::,ehold applicances. 
8. Office Supplies, Stationery. 
9. D.K. 
0. N. A. 
X. Other. 
Y. Furniture & '.'food working. 
Number of Employees 
1·. 5-10 
2. 11-25 
3. 26-50 
4. 51-100 
5. 10 1-200 
6. 201-500 
7. 501-1000 
8. Over 1000 
9. D. K. 
0. N. A. 
Do Employees belong to a union? 
1. Yes. 
2. No. 
3. Some union, some non-union. 
9. D.K. 
O. N.A. 
Position of Interviewee 
1. Personnel Dept. Head. 
2. Anyone in Personnel Dept., but not the head. 
3. Owner 
4. President 
5. Executive oth~ than above. 
6. SecretAry 
7. Bookkeeper 
9. D .K. 
0. H. A. 
X. Other. 
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Col. · 8 Name of Interviewer Col. 9 Interviewers 
Col. 10 
1. Mullen 
2. Lyons 
3. Beaurnon,t 
4. Hynes 
5. Dick 
6. Eckmalian 
7. ','li lder 
8. Singh 
9. TvicCool 
0 . . Not Applicable 
X. Stevens 
1. Fromer 
2. Borucli 
3. Kansa s 
4. Tetrault 
5. Gerbasi 
6. Abueva 
7. O'Brien 
8. Becker 
9. Collins 
0. Not Ap~licab1e 
X. Maisa no 
1. a) 
1. 
2. 
9. 
Have you ever had PH employees? 
o. 
1. b) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
§. 
6. 
7-
8 . 
Yes 
No 
D. K. 
N.A. 
How many PH employees do y ou h a ve now? 
Answered No to l.a -- Col. not applicable. 
Yes - -but none now. 
Yes--1 
Yes--2 
Yes--3-5 
Yes--6-10 
Yes--11-20 
Yes--over 20 
9. D. K . 
O. N. A. 
X. Other 
Col. 12 1. c) (If yes) About how many had handicaps before 
they were hired? 
1. An swered No to l.a -- Col. not apulicable. 
2. l\fon e 
3. 1 
4. 2 
5. 3-5 
6. 6-10 
7. 11-20 
8. over 20 
9. D.K. 
0. N .A. 
X. Other 
Y. All h .9,d handicaps before they ''~ere hired (no 
number g iven) • -
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Col. 13· 1. c) About how many received their handicaps while 
in your employ'? 
1. Answered No to l.a -- Col. not applicable. 
2. None 
3. 1 
4. 2 
5. 3-5 
6. 6-10 
7· ll-20 
8. over 20 
9 . D.K.. 
0. N.A. 
Col. 14 2. a) I n you r opinion, is the source .•••• a deter-
minin e:, factor'? 
b) 11'7hy do you feel this way? 
1. No--no reasons given. 
2. No--ability to do job is what counts. 
3 . No--irrelevant response. 
5. Yes-no reasons given. 
6. Yes--favor military disabled. 
8. Yes--irrelevant response. 
9. Answered D.K. to 2. a. 
0. Answered N.A . to 2. a. 
X. Other r easons for No answer to 2. b. 
Y. Other reasons for Yes answer to 2. b. 
Col. 15 3. a) Do y ou know of rea sons why some employers 
Col. 16 
are reluctant to hire PH persons ? 
1. ¥es 
2. No. 
9. D.K . 
0. N.A . 
3. a) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7-
8. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Reasons of those ans,.vering Yes to 3. a. 
Answered H£ to 3. a ---col. not applicable. 
Concern for safety and hea lth of PH. 
Concern about effect of PH on other workers, 
i.e., morale and safety, etc. 
High insurance rates. 
PH cannot perform adequately . (unqualified) 
PH cannot perform adequately on type of work 
company is doing . 
PH causes hi gher r ates, i.e., compensation, 
absenteeism, accident rates. 
Depends on type of job. 
D.K. 
An s1t1ered Yes to 3. a., but gave no reasons. 
Other. 
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Col. 17 713. b) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
o. 
X. 
(If yes) How do you feel about this? 
Answered No to 3. a. 
Agrees with reason in 3. a. 
Disagrees with reason in 3. a. 
Depends on ca~abilities. 
.Sh ould Hire. 
No opinion. 
N.A. 
Other. 
Co 1. 18 #4. (Compare PH with non-PH on guali ty of work.) 
1. Same 
2. Depends on job. 
3. PH more con scientious. 
4. PH better. 
5. PH s ame, if not better. 
100. 
6 . Depends on indiv idual's ability and/or attitud • 
7. PH not as go od. 
9. D . K . 
O. N.A. 
X. Other 
Col. 19 #5. (Comuare PH with non-PH on amount of production.) 
1. Equ a l or same 
2. Depends on job. 
3 . PH better. 
4. PH not as ~ood. 
5. Depends on --PH's ability and/or his attitude. 
9. D.K. 
0. N. A. 
X. Other 
Col. 20 //6 . Ho\.,r do you think PH ge t a lon g with others on job? 
1. Very well. 
2. We ll ( O. K.) 
3. Not so well 
4. Poorly 
5. Depends on person 
9. D .K. 
O. N .A. 
X. Other 
Col. 21 #7. a) How do you think non-PH fe e l about working 
a,long 1.,ri th PH? 
1. All ri ght, O.K., don't feel any different, 
2 . ~on-PH Sympathic toward PH. 
3. Non-PH feels PH slows production. 
4. O. K . i f PH keeps up work, performs adequately. 
5. Depends on individual. 
7. Some concern at first, but ove r come soon . 
9. D.K. . 
0. N . A . 
X. Other. 
- -
OMIT . #7. b. 
Col. 22 #7. c) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 23 /17. d) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 24 ;¥7. e) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Col. 25 #7. f) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 26 #8-a. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
X. 
Y. 
Do you feel PH affects productivity of work 
group ? 
Yes 
No 
De pends on 11forker, i.e., if he performs well. 
Depends on type of job. 
D.K. 
N.A. 
Other 
(If yes) How does he aff ect it? 
An swered No to 7. c. -- Col. not applicable. 
Yes--incr eases it. 
Yes--decreases it. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other 
(If y es) Why do you feel this way? 
Answered No to 7. c. --Col. not ap~licable. 
PH sets fast pace--others try to keep up. 
PH can't keep up with others due to handicap. 
Non-PH take time out to help PH, slowing 
production. 
personal opinion. 
D.K. 
N.A. 
Other 
(If no) Why do you feel this way? 
Answered Yes to 7. c. --Col. not applicable. 
Handicap doesn't make a difference, people 
are all alike, etc., PH can keep up. 
Respondents answer in terms of own experience 
i.e., no work group s in company, etc. 
D.K. 
N.A. 
Other 
Amputees 
No 
any j ob Yes , 
Ye s , 
Yes, 
Yes, 
Yes, 
Yes, 
Yes, 
D.K. 
Other 
Depends 
depends on t ype of amputation. 
office or clerical work 
menia,l jobs-- j anitor, laborer. 
light work--a ssembly, inspection. 
machine operator, heavier t ypes of 
but type of job not mentioned. 
0. N.A. 
on _person's ~c_apa.bil_?- ties. 
work. 
101 • 
II 
102. 
Col. 27 #8-a. Arrested T.B. 
1. No 
2. Yes, a.ny job. 
3. Yes , a.ny clean job, dust free, i.e., where job is qualified in terms of working condi-
tions, not type of work. 
4 through Y: same code as Col. 26. 
Col. 28 #8-a. Arthritic 
1. No 
2. Yes, any job. 
3 . Yes, depends on extent of disability . 
4 through Y: same code as Col. 26. 
II Col. 29 #8-a Blind 'I I 1. No 
2. Yes, any job. 
3. Yes, depends on extent of blindness. 
4 through Y: same code as Col. 26. 
Col. 30 i¥8-a Deaf 
1. No 
2 . Yes, any job. 
3. Yes, depends on extent of deafness. 
4.through Y: same code as Col. 26. 
Col. 31 ;¥8-a Cardiac 
1. No 
2. Yes, any job. 
3. Yes, depends on extent of disabil1 ty. 
4 through Y: same as code for Col. 26. 
Col. 32 #8-a Cerebral Palsy 
1. No 
2. Yes, any job. 
3. Yes, depends on extent of disability. 
4 through Y: same code as Col . 26. 
Col . 33 #8~a Hemiplegic 
1. No 
2 . Yes, any job. 
.lj. through Y : same code ·as Col. 26 . 
Col. 34 #8-a. Paraplegic 
1 . No 
2. Yes, any job. 
4 through Y: same code as Col. 26. 
Col. 35 #8-a. Trepleg ic 
I, l. No 
I 2 . Yes, any .~ob 
4 through Y: same code as Col. 26 . 
Col. 36 7~8-a Quadrapareti c 
1. No 
2. Yes, any Job. 
4 through Y: same code as Col. 26. 
Col. 37 #8-a Osteomyelitis 
1. No 
2. Yes, any job. 
4 through Y: s a me code as Col. 26 . 
Col . 38 #8-a Orthopedic Deformities 
1. No 
2. Yes, any job. 
3. Yes, depends on extent of disability. 
4 through Y: same cods as Col. 26 . 
Col. 39 #8-a Other Deformities 
OMIT #8-b 
1 . No 
2. Yes, an~ job. 
3. Yes, depends on extent of deformity. 
4.through Y: same code as Col. 26 . 
Gol . 40 #9-a. To what extent do you thin , ~ economic consid-
era.tioDs .••• enter into the question of em-
ployability? 
OMIT ;of9 -b 
1. Very much, a good deal, too much. 
2. Somewhat, to some extent . 
3 . Not at all, not very much, little. 
4. Depends on type of work. 
9. D.K. 
O. N . A.. 
X. Other 
Col. 41 #10. What do you feel are the attitudes of uni ons 
t oward employment of PH. 
1. Favorab le. 
2 • . Neutral, doesn't mat ter to them. 
3. Unfavorable. 
4. Depends on type of handicap. 
5. Favorab le, if capable of doing work. 
9. D .K. 
O. N. A. 
X. Other 
103 . 
Col. 42 1¥11-a. 
1. 
'"' c:.. 
3. 
4. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 43 #11-b. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Y. 
Col. 41~ i¥11-c. 
1. 
2. 
-.:. 
./0 
4. 
5. 
6. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 45 #12- a . 
1. 
2. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
What do you think is going to ha9pen to t he 
size of the PH labor marlret over the next 10 
years? 
Increase. 
Stay the same. 
Decrease. 
:!J epends. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
~-fuy do you thi nk thi s is s o 7 
Incr e a se in vets, looks like another wa r. 
Population increase. 
Automation--machines are replacing workers, 
general labor market will also increase. 
Because of lack of war--no vet e rans, etc. 
Increase in rehabilitat ion p r ograms. 
Incre a se in medical advances. 
Decrease, as more PH will be hired. 
D. K. 
N.A. 
Other. 
104. 
Decrease, due to more safety devices, program • 
Suppose it is increasing , ~~at are the im-
plications for i ndustry? 
Bad--industry would have to absorb PH. 
Industr y will have to absorb PH (no statement 
as to eff ect on industry). 
Some industries would have to absorb PH, i.e., 
companies other than ours. 
Not industries concern--government will take 
care of them. 
No eff ect. 
Ne\'T machines will b e made to fit h andicaps. 
D. K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
Do you have any knowledge of other companies' · 
experiences with the PH? 
Yes. 
No. 
D. K. 
N.A. 
Other 
Col. 46 ;¥12-b. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 47 FORM: 
1. 
2. 
(If yes) Tell me about it. 
Answered No to 12-a -- Col. not anplicable . 
Favorable-Tno qualification of statement). 
Fevorable with certain types of disabilities. 
Favorable on certain types of jobs. 
Unfavorable (no qualification of statement). 
Unfavorable 1rri th certain disabilities. 
Unfavorable on certain types of jobs. 
D • :r. • 
N.A. 
Other. 
Form A. 
Form B. 
FORM A 
Col. 48 #13-a. Do you have a.ny kno wledge re garding -perf ormanc 
turnover, absenteeism , ac c ident rates of PH 
com-pared with non-PH on similar jobs in your 
company? 
1. No Knowledge. 
2. PH better. 
3. PH same. 
4. PH worse 
0. N. A. 
X. Other 
Col. 49 #13-b. How about other comnanies? 
Same code as Col. 48. 
Col. 50 #13-c (If no) How do you think these rates might 
compare? 
Same code as Col. 48, except, 
105. -
5. Answered Yes to Col. 48 -- Col. not applicabl .. . 
Col. 51 #14-a What are the sources of disabilities of PH 
workers in your company? 
1 . Old age. 
2. Congen1 tal. 
3. Mill tary. 
4 . I ndustrial. 
5~ S·icknese 
9. D.K. 
0. N . A . 
X. Other. 
---
Col. 52 #14-b. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Co l . 53 #14-c. 
1. 
2. 
3 . ,, 
...,.. 
5. 
6 . 
7. 
e. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Y. 
Col. 54 #14TC. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Col. 55 i¥15. 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4.' 
9. 
o. 
X. 
If industrial, did handicap occur while Ph 
was in your employ? 
Not Industrial, Col. not applicable. 
Yes. 
No. 
D.K. 
N.A. 
Other. 
Vfuat types of disabilities do your handicaup-
ed workers have'? 
Am"Qutees. 
Arrested 'l' .B. 
Arthritic. 
Blind . 
Deaf. 
Cardiac. 
Cerebral Palsy. 
Paralyses (any type). 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
Osteomyelitis or po liomyelitis. 
•••• and what types of jobs do they do? 
Any job. 
Office, clerical. 
Menial--j anitor , laborer. 
Li ght work--assembly, inspection. 
Machine operator, heavier work. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
What are your company policies regarding the 
employment of the PH. 
No restiction if person can do the work. 
No defined policy. 
Will hire all--no policy a gainst any. 
Will not hire any, definite policy. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
Col. 56 #16. irlhat criteria is used for selection of PH. 
1. Capability of doing job. 
2. Good appea.ranco, disability no t noticable. 
3. Medical reports , physical exams. 
4. No criteria u~ed. 
9. D .K. 
O. N.A. 
X. Other. 
1106. 
- --
' Col. 57 #17-a. 
I, 1. 
I 2. 
I 3. 4. 
I 9. 
I o. 
I x. 
I 
Col. 58 #17b. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 59 #18. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Col. 60 #19-a. 
1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 61 #19-b. 
,1. 
2. 
'7. 
· .. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Do you have any special ways of breakin g-in 
a. PH? 
Yes. 
No. 
Depends on job. 
Depends on person 's ab ility. 
D. K. 
l\T . A . 
Other. 
(If yes) 1;1/nat are t hey? 
Answered No to #17-a -- Col. not applicable. 
.Apprenticetraining. 
Individual guidance. 
Extended trainin g . 
Special supervision by foreman, etc. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
To 1..rhat extent do you tailor the ,job to fit the
1 disability of the PH employee? 
Greatly, complet e ly, etc. 
Moderately, somewhat, etc. 
Slightly, little, etc. 
Not at all. 
Will tailor, but/if: lower wage, handica p 
occurs on job, do it for normal employee, etc 
Any conditional or qualified statement. 1 
D. K. 
N . A . 
Other. 
Wh.:Jt checks are t e:!{en of PH's performance ? 
Same checks as with others. 
None. 
Special checks as time study, etc. 
Special physical exams periodicall:'l• 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
Are the same checks taken for non-PH workers? 
Yes. 
No. 
Depends on job. 
D.K. 
N • .A . 
Other 
107. 
Col. 62 ;¥19-c. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 63 #20-a. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 64 #20-b. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Col. 65 #21-a. 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Col. 66 #21-b. 
1. 
2 . 
3. 
9. 
o. 
II x. 
I 
I 
-
Are the checks for both types of employees 
compared'? 
Yes. 
No . 
Sometimes. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
Have you found that PH require preferential 
treatment such as special allowances, etc.? 
Yes, (unqualified and unconditional). 
No, (unqualified and unconditional). 
Yes, but/if: 
No, but/if: 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
(If yes) What are they? 
Spec ial help in learning or performing job. 
Le ss likely to fire them. 
Expect less from them. 
An s\vered 1-J o to 7¥20-a, Col. not applicable. 
D . IC. 
N. A. 
Other. 
Do you know of any o rganization in your com-
munity which aids the PH? 
Yes, but doesn 't mention name. 
Yes, State Emp loyment Office. 
Yes, Veterans Administrat ion. 
Yes, Bay Sta.te Soc iety. 
Yes, Mass, Society for Blind. 
Yes, Mass. Dept. of Vocational Rehabilitation. 
Yes, Liberty Mutual I nsurance Company. 
No 
D. K. 
N . 11 .• 
Other. 
(If yes) 
any such 
Yes. 
.l'mswered 
No . 
D. K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
----- "'-
Have you ever had any business wit 
organization? 
No to #21-a , Col, not appli cable. 
- -· 
I 
II 
I 
,I 
I 
Col. 67 #21-c. 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
Col. 68 ;¥21-d. 
1. 
2. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Co 1. 69 .¥21-e. 
1. 
2. 
~ 
j O 
4. 
5. 
6. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
OMIT :.¥21-f. 
Col. 48 .713-a. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
o. 
x. 
Col. 49 .¥13-b. 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
- ---
(If yes to #21-b) Tell me about it. 
Answered No to #21-b, Col. not applicable. 
Hired PH with success f ul results. 
Hired PH with unsuccessful r esults. 
Did not hire PH. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
Have you ever hired a handica-pped pe rson a.s 
a result o f an as Foci ation with any s~ch 
orga.ni zation ? 
Yes. 
No . 
D.IL 
N. A. 
Other. 
(If yes) How did it work out? 
Very well, excellent. 
Good, :f ine. 
:Y'ai r, modera.te. 
Not so good. 
Bgd, terr ible, etc. 
Ans1.yered No to #21-d, Col. no t applicable. 
D.K. 
N • .r:; • 
Other 
FORI"i B 
-~--
Do you have any knowledge regarding perform-
ance, turnover, absenteeism, a9cident rat e s , 
of PH compared with non-PH? 
No knov.J'ledge . 
PH better. 
PH s ame. 
PH worse. 
N . !\ • 
Other. 
(If no ) How do you think these rates might 
compare? 
An s~<rered Yes to #13-a, Col. not ap olicable . 
PH better. 
PH same. 
PH worse. 
Depends on extent of handicap. 
D. K. 
N. A. 
Other • . 
11 109. 
r 
I 
II 
---- --
1 110. 
Col. 50 #14. 1'ihat are your company policies re parding the 
employment of the PH? 
1. No restriction if ~erson c an do the job. 
2. No de fine d policy . 
3. Will not hire any, definite policy. 
4. Will hire all, definite oo licy . 
9. 1J . K . 
O. N.A. 
X. Other. 
Col. 51 #15. ~'lhat c r iteria do you think should b e used in 
Col. 52 
Col. 53 
selecting PH employees? 
1. Capability of dolng job. 
2. Good appearance, unnoticable disability . 
3. Medical reports, physical e xam s. 
4. Will PH worker a f fect other workers? 
9. D.I{ . 
0. N . !,1. . 
x. 
#16-a. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
9 . 
o. 
x. 
# 16-b. 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
9. 
o. 
X. 
Other. 
Do yau think that PH employees would require 
special training in addition to r e gu lar trainr 
in g in order to perform their work adequately~ 
Yes. 
No . 
Depends on ,job. 
Depends on person's ability. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other 
(If yes) \'.'hat might it be? 
_4nswered No to #16-a.. Co 1. not applicable. 
Apprentice Trainin g . 
Individual Guidance . 
Extended trainin g . 
Special supervision by foreman, etc. 
Depends on job or type of work. 
Depends on handicap . 
D . I{ . 
N. A. 
Other. · 
Co l. 54 #17. To what extent do you feel a job should be 
tailored to fit the disability of the PH'1 
1. Greatly, completely, etc. 
2. Moderately, somewhat, etc. 
3. Not at all. 
4. ·will tailor job, but/if/depends--any state-
ment conditional or qualified. 
9. D.K. 
0. N .A. 
X • 0 ·p 1._E?_ :r:_. _ ~ 
Col. 55 
Col. 56 
Col. 57 
Col. 58 
#18- a. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
#18-b. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
9. 
o. 
x. 
#18-c. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
X. 
;¥18-d. 
1 . 
2. 
9. 
o. 
v 
.!\.. 
Col. 59 #18-e. 
1 . 
OMIT #18-f. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
6 . 
9 . 
o. 
X. 
Do yo u hapoen to know of any organizations 
in your community \-Thich aid the PH? 
Yes, but doesn't memtion name . 
Yes, State Employment Office. 
Yes, Veterans Administration~ 
Yes, Bay State Society. 
Yes, Mass . Society for the Blind. 
Yes, Mass . Dept. Vocational Rehabilitation. 
D. K. 
N.A. 
Other • 
. (If yes) Have you ever had any business with j 
any such organization? 
Yes. 
}.To. 
Answered 
D. K. 
No to #18-a, Col. not apolicable. 
- . 
N . !\ . 
Other. 
(If yes) Tell me about it. 
A.nsv;ered No to #18-b, Col. not applicable. 
Hired PH with success f ul results. 
Hired PH with unsuccessful results. 
Did not hire PH. 
Could not hire PH--no job available , etc . 
Other 
Have you ever hired a PH person 
of an association with any such 
Yes. 
No. 
D. K. 
N.A. 
Other. 
(I f yes) How did it work out? 
Very ive ll, excellent. 
Good, fine. 
Fair, moderately . 
Not so good. 
Bad, terr ible, etc. 
as a r esult 
organization? I 
Answered No to ;¥18-d, Col. not ap-plicable. 
D.K. 
N. A. 
Other. 
111. 
112. 
APPENDIX D (can ' t.) 
Code Sheet for Ques tionnai re Responses 
Co 1s. 1 2 3 4 A 6 ~ 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 I 
I 
[J_lJ D L_j D u OJ l ·1 I I I 0 1 
. . I 
j 
I 
I' 
Co1s. ~· 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 fl., 28 
u_uDDDIIII f lOuD 
Cols. D 0 D D D D D D 0 D 
Cols . ~ ~ 41 0 
Cols. D 
A 
61 62 DO 
. .A A 
LfJ D r8 1 
Form A&B 
42 43 44 
I I I I 
49 
D 
A&B 
63 14:1 65 D D 
A A A 
66 
D 
A 
0 
A 
68 69 DO 
A A 
- - ~- - - --==--=-
II 
APPE1WIX E 
Tabulation of Data Collected 
\1-lhel"l the IBH cards containing the coded in formation had 
I been verified, they v-rere prepared for runs through an I Br·![ Elec-
1 tronic Calculator. 
II 
It is by means of this machine that answer 
11 distributions are possible. 
II The first run that was made throu gh the IBM Calcula tor in-
li valved the type of products manufactured by organizations inter 
II viewed in the study, and whether or not they employed physically 
I 
j handicapped workers. This was done by first sortin g the cards 
I 
11 on the column applicable either to "do employ" or "do not em-
1 ploy". These two groups were then individually sorted on the 
column that listed the type of industry according to the pro -
i.'{hen the first run was made it listed in numerical order 
The first was those 
industries that employed some physically handicapped workers, 
while the second contained those that do not employ any . 
By means of this Electronic Calculator, it was possible to 
1
1 keep the IBM cards in the above sequences, and yet find the 
column distribution for each column tha t was punched. By cal-
li 
I
, umn distribution is meant the total number of answers that were 
given for a question, and also the total number of individual 
answers that were given for each possible code-answer category. 
(The results of such a run might produce a line of figures 
such as the following for one particular question : 
041-1-space-4-9-6-1-l-epa:?e-_sp~_ce-ep~ce-cpace-space-r.pace-

II 
-~ 
I 
APPENDI X F 
Forms Used for Tranoferring Coded Information to Percentage 
Tab les by Types of Produ cts Manufactured 
~ ~~ +r 
II Products 
Do Employ Handicapped 
*0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 X Y 
Don't EmplQY Handicapped 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 X Y 
-- -'-- ·-
I 
II 
II 
I 
I 
II 
il 
,, 
I 
,, 
II 
1. 
Clothing 
2 . 
Printing 
3. 
Food 
4 . 
Electrical 
5· I ndustrial 
Machinery 
6. 
Construction 
Mate r ials 
7. 
Household 
Appliances 
8. 
Office 
Supplies 
x. 
Other 
Y. 
Furni ture & 
V'loodworking 
Total 
*0123456789XY 
-
' 
' 
( 108) ( 165) 
'-· 
~ 
correspond to Code Answers 
--
-- - - ----
-=-
115. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
-lt APPENDIX F (con't.) 
Form Used for Transferring Coded Information to Percentage 
Tables by Size of Manufacturing Co mpany 
* * 
il Number of Do Employ Handicapped ~on't Empl oy Handicapped 
Employees ~l-0 1 2 3 4 6 ": 8 9 X 'f-. 0 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 X Y 
1. 5-10 
2. 11- 25 
3 . 26-50 
4. 51- 100 
5 . 101-200 
6. 201-500 
7. 501- 1000 
8 . over 1000 
9. Don't 
Know 
o. No 
Answer 
, 
Total 
1 ~r0 123456789:A.'Y correspond to Code Answers 
l 
116. 
r 
II 
,, 
I 
'I 
r 
I 
I 
APPENDIX G 
Significant Difference 
In finding the significant difference between two samples, 
for a specific question, you are finding the probability that 
they are from the same population . That is, is the difference 
which has been obtained in samples of two p0pulat i ons (fo r ex-
ample, employers of smal l and/or large companies that do or do 
not employ the physica.lly handicapped) truely representative of 
I the total populations of these groups of employers, or i s the 
, difference attributable to some chance factor in sampling? If 
II the se obtained differences are the same as thooe 11'/e might ex-
1 
1 pect on the basis of chance in the same population, then we 
1 
mi ght consider that there is no difference between the groups 
l or employers, or, that all the employers make up only one pop-
u lation on a particular question. 
There are two formulas 1 us.ed in findin g significant dif-
ference. The first is that of computing the standard error of 
. 
11 obta.ined percentages or means, in other words, averaged data; 
:1 standard error of a percentage e quals the square ro ot of the 
I 
II percentage times 100 minus t he 
ber of cases . 
percentage, divided by the num-
j 
I 
I 
I 
II Th. lS 
'I 
Std. error of% -~ 'P:c:TlOO-p.c:? Y .l:L!. n 
answer assures us of the nercentage that we would ge t if 
1Mildred Parten, Surveys Polls, and Samples, (Ne\v York: 
Harper and Brothers, New York ~, 1950, pp: 306-19. 
117. 
Jl 
!, 
ll 
1
we repeated the ex~erime n t. For example, if our percentage 
1were 60 % and the standa rd error of t hat percentage 2 %, then if 
I 
j we repeated the same experiment x number of times, our percent-
age would fall somewhere in the rang e of 58% to 62%. 
The second formula is that of finding the standard error 
I 
of two obtained percentages. This is computed by findin g the 
,, 
1, souare root of the first (x) percentag e times 100 minus itself 
I• I 
II 
I 
I 
ldivided by x number of cases, plus the second (y) percentage 
I 
times 100 minus itself divided by y number of cases. 
Std. error of 2 % ~ p.c.x(l~O-p.c.x) + p.c.Y (1~0-p.c.Y)' 
To find the significant difference, divide this answer 
into the actual difference of percentages shown in the sample. 
I 
I 
I 
' 
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APPENDIX H 
Recent News Item 
Th e foll0wi ng news item is one of the most recent and 
1fy1ng found si~nificant to this study ~. 
To Provide Joh8 
For Handicapped 
LA CROSSE, Wis., (}P) - A!1 
Industry planned to provide jobl 
for handicapped people is almost 
ready. to start operations here. 
Warren Loveland, who h!UI 8fven 
up a well paid job to head Cru-
sades, Inc., made the anaounce-
ment. 
Loveland, president tA the 
· Chamber of Commerce, haa bees 
' active In the National Assoclatlma 
· for Infantile Paralysis. He. bu 
a 11011 Stafford, 10, now beinC 
treated for polio at Warm SpriDp. 
Ga. 
·. A survey shows there are about 
100 employable handicapped . peo. 
pie In th~ La Crosse area. Sub-
contract · work ·has ten lined ·up 
to start Crusades; · Inc., aDd It 
will' eventualy .go into light manu-
facturing, Loveland says. 
He eXpect$. the project to ODIIl• 
pete oil a private enterprise basi& 
' At the same time he plans to ad-
just the jobs so that handteappecl 
people will have ·a proving ground. 
as well as a plact! to polish their 
skflls for •employment in other 
1 firms. l:l;is new .firm .will. also be en educa_tjgpal project to lhoW 
. ~t handicappEd pe6~e caa be 
efleotive workers, . he AY ... 
grat-j 
I 
I 
I 
1 Assoc1ated Press dispatch, Salem (MasPachu se tts) Evening 
News, Jul~r 16, 1955. 
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